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ABSTRACT 


ABSTRACT:  la  the  early  I960'*,  local  Interests  completed  a  36-mil# 
long  ring  lava*  f roa  Laroaa,  Louisiana,  to  eha  vicinity  of  Golden 
Meadow,  Louisiana.  Tha  lavaa  extended  approximately  40  arpaats  (1.5 
•Ilea)  fro*  Bayou  Lafourcha  on  both  tha  aaat  and  mic  aldaa.  In 
1965,  Congraas  author lzed  tha  raising  of  this  lavaa  to  a  halght  to 
pravaat  hurrlcaaa  tidal  daaagaa,  two  floodgataa  for  navigation  la 
Bayou  Lafourcha,  and  aavan  suit  1-bar ra Had  culvarta  for  lntarior 
drainage.  lo  1972,  tha  Corpa  of  Engloaaro  praparad  a  Gaaaral  Daalgn 
Memorandum  (COM)  to  dascrlba  tha  projacc.  At  tha  raquaat  of  local 
Interaata,  pumping  ■cations  raplacad  culvarta  In  tha  COM.  T^a 
dlf faraoca  batwaan  tha  costa  of  tha  pimping  stations  and  culvarta 
would  ba  borna  antlraly  by  local  lntarasts.  In  1974,  a  Pinal 
Environmental  lapact  Statement  (EIS)  was  fllad  with  tha  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality.  In  197),  construction  on  tha  lavaa  comma  cad, 
and,  at  tha  praaant  tlaa  (November  1984),  all  first  lavaa  llfta  ara 
coaplata  on  tha  wast  slda  except  at  tha  extreme  northern  and. 
Construction  on  tha  Goldan  Meadow  floodgate  started  In  July  1982, 
construction  on  Section  A  Eaat  coaaancad  In  October  1982,  and 
construction  on  tha  Laroaa  floodgate  coaaancad  In  June  1983.  During 
tha  process  of  complying  with  Section  404  of  tha  1972  Padaral  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act,  two  Padaral  agencies  objected  to  tha  portion  of 
tha  lavaa  allnaaant  that  Impacted  2,700  acres  of  aarah  and  pond 
southeast  of  Goldan  Meadow.  Subsequently ,  tha  Corpa  agreed  to  revise 
tha  lavaa  allnaaant  so  as  to  lapact  1,217  acres  and  to  develop  a  plan 
to  altigate  for  wot land  losses.  Meanwhile,  closer  study  of  tha  area 
Indicated  peroral  hundred  acres  of  wetlands  to  ba  lapactad  that  ware 
not  analysed  le  the  1974  Pinal  IIS.  During  the  lata  1970's,  local 
interests  requested  that  two  previously  lavaad  agricultural  areas  ba 
Included  In  the  levee  allnaaant.  A  COM  has  bean  praparad  for  such 
work.  Because  of  these  changes  In  tha  projeet  since  tha  filing  of  tha 
Pinal  EIS,  this  E19  supplement  has  bean  praparad.  Plve  structural 
plana  and  tha  no-act  ton  plan  ara  considered  In  detail.  Tha  plans 
basically  follow  a  slightly  aodlfled  CON  allnaaant  with  various 
ehangaa  to  either  Incorporate  designated  tracts  of  agricultural  lands 
or  avoid  aaealtiva  wetland  areas.  Plan  l  consists  of  tha  aodlfled  GDH 


allnaaant,  plus  Inclusion  of  tha  Clovelly  Paras  and  Louisiana  Land  and 
Exploration  property.  Plan  l  has  bean  designated  as  tha  National 
Economic  Development  Plan  end  also  tha  Racoaaandad  Plan  (BP)  baaed  on 
total  nst  benefits,  cost,  and,  masting  to  tha  extant  practicable,  tha 
planning  objectives.  Plan  5,  similar  to  Plan  l,  but  realised  to  avoid 
Incloaura  of  aarah,  has  bean  designated  as  the  Least  Environmentally 
Damaging  Plan.  This  designation  Is  baaed  on  tha  reallneaent  In 
Section  E  South  which  would  avoid  a  sizeable  area  of  sensitive  wetland 
habitat.  Iapleaentatlon  of  the  BP  would  result  In  the  convaralon  of 
1,454  acres  of  wetlands  and  shallow  water  to  lavas  and  deep  borrow 
pits.  In  addition,  3,144  acres  of  slallar  habitat  would  ba  Inclosed 
by  the  lavaa  system  and,  subsequently,  undergo  Induced  drainage  and 
clearing.  To  compensate  for  these  losses,  a  alligation  plan  was 
foraulated  to  protect  aarah  habitat  In  the  Points  au  Chian  Wildlife 
Management  Area  from  further  degradation  due  to  saltwater  Intrusion. 
Because  sows  of  tha  mitigation  work  proposed  by  the  Corpa  was 
accomplished  by  tha  Stats  of  Louisiana,  a  revision  of  the  alligation 
plan  Is  nacassary,  and  this  plan  will  ba  ralaaaad  at  a  saparata 
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Sand  your  coaaanta  to  tha  District  Engineer  by  tha  data  stamped 
above.  If  you  would  Ilka  further  Information  on  this  document,  please 
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INTRODUCTION 


S-l.  The  study  area  lies  In  southeastern  Louisiana  (see  Plate  1).  In 
the  early  1960's,  local  interests  in  Lafourche  Parish  completed  a  low 
ring  levee  with  low-lift  pumps  to  drain  the  area.  The  levee  originated 
in  the  town  of  Golden  Meadow  on  the  west  bank  of  Bayou  Lafourche  and 
extended  north  to  the  town  of  Laros>_  along  the  40-arpent  line  -  a  line 
parallel  to  Bayou  Lafourche  out  about  1.5  miles  from  the  bayou.  On  the 
east  side  of  the  bayou,  it  followed  the  40-arpent  line  south  and  ended 
at  Yankee  Canal.  In  1965,  Congress  authorized:  1)  raising  the  height 
of  this  low  levee  to  provide  hurricane  protection,  2)  constructing  two 
navigable  floodgates  in  Bayou  Lafourche,  and  3)  placing  seven  multi- 
barrelled  culverts  for  interior  drainage.  In  1972,  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  completed  a  General  Design  Memorandum  (GDM)  describing  such  a 
project  (see  Plate  2).  At  the  request  of  local  interests,  pumping 
stations  replaced  culverts  in  the  GDM.  The  differences  in  costs  between 
the  pumping  stations  and  culverts  will  be  a  local  responsibility.  The 
GDM  also  extended  the  levee  approximately  2  miles  south  of  Golden  Meadow 
to  incorporate  development  on  the  west  side  of  the  bayou.  In  1974,  a 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  was  filed  with  the  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality.  In  December  1974,  during  the  process  of 
achieving  compliance  with  Section  404  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  (FWPCA),  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS),  and  the 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS)  made  five  recommendations.  The 
most  significant  change  involved  the  realineraent  of  Section  A  East,  the 
section  southeast  of  Golden  Meadow.  As  described  in  the  Final  EIS, 
approximately  2,700  acres  of  wetlands  would  be  impacted  in  Section  A 
East  alone.  In  partial  compliance  with  their  recommendations,  the 
alinement  in  Section  A  East  was  changed  to  impact  about  2,000  acres  of 
such  habitat.  The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  then  approved 
the  Corps'  plan  on  the  condition  that  an  acceptable  mitigation  plan  be 


developed.  Subsequently,  the  Corps  moved  the  levee  alinement  farther 
west  so  that  construction  of  Section  A  East  would  Impact  a  total  of 
1,217  acres  of  marsh/pond.  In  the  1970's,  the  South  Lafourche  Levee 
District  requested  the  enclosure  of  two  additional  tracts  of 
agricultural  land  within  the  levee  alinement  not  previously  discussed  In 
the  1974  Final  EIS.  Further  investigations  revealed  that  approximately 
2,079  more  acres  of  wetlands  would  be  impacted  within  the  originial  GDM 
alinement  than  were  analyzed  in  the  1974  Final  EIS.  Also,  plans  were 
carried  out  to  develop  a  mitigation  plan. 

S-2.  In  view  of  the  above  facts,  this  supplement  to  the  1974  Final  EIS 
has  been  prepared. 

S-3.  Because  first  lifts  on  most  levee  sections  on  the  western  side  of 
Bayou  Lafourche  have  been  completed,  no  new  alternatives  were  developed 
on  the  western  side.  However,  the  impacts  of  the  one  levee  section  not 
begun  on  the  west  (Section  C  North)  and  the  impacts  on  the  marsh  in 
Section  C  South  (completed)  are  considered  in  this  supplement.  In 
addition,  the  first  lift  on  Section  A  East  which  Is  located  on  the 
eastern  side  of  Bayou  Lafourche  at  the  southern  most  end  of  the  project 
has  been  completed. 

S-4.  Five  levee  allnements  along  the  eastern  side  of  the  bayou  are 
studied  in  detail  in  this  supplement.  The  no-action  alternative  is 
considered,  but  is  not  a  feasible  option. 

MAJOR  CONCLUSIONS  AND  FINDINGS 

S-5.  Plan  1  has  been  designated  as  the  National  Economic  Development 
(NED)  Plan  and  the  Recommended  Plan  (RP)  because  it  would  generate  the 
maximum  net  benefits  as  shown  in  Table  3  on  page  EIS-26.  It  would 
provide  protection  from  hurricane  flooding  to  the  largest  practicable 
area,  and  is  the  plan  most  acceptable  to  local  interests.  It  would 


cause  the  greatest  fish  and  wildlife  losses  of  any  plan,  but  a 
mitigation  plan  would  compensate  for  these  losses. 

S-6.  Plan  5  has  been  designated  as  the  Least  Environmentally  Damaging 
(LED)  Plan  because  it  would  involve  the  least  habitat  loss  of  any 
plan.  It  would  exclude  approximately  1,300  acres  of  wetlands  and  open 
water  from  the  levee  system  by  modifing  the  levee  alinement  in  Section  E 
South.  However,  this  realinement  would  not  follow  the  existing  low 
levee  as  the  RP  alinement  does,  and  therefore  would  consist  of  6.5  miles 
of  new  levee  construction  as  opposed  to  levee  raising  along  4  miles  of 
existing  low  levee.  The  increased  length  of  the  levee  and  new  levee 
work  associated  with  the  LED  Plan  would  cost  $4.3  million  more  than  the 
RP.  Thus,  the  incremental  cost  of  avoiding  the  wetland  area  is 
economically  unjustifiable.  The  proposed  mitigation  plan  would 
compensate  for  the  wetland  habitat  loss  associated  with  not  selecting 
Plan  5,  plus  the  loss  of  another  3,100  acres  of  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat  at  a  cost  of  about  $2.25  million. 

S-7 .  Based  on  information  contained  in  Appendix  A,  Section  A. 2,  the  RP 
would  not  jeopardize  the  existence  of  any  endangered  and/or  threatened 
species  or  critical  habitat. 

S-8.  Executive  Order  11990  states  that  Federal  agencies  should  not 
alter  wetlands  unless  there  is  no  practicable  alternative.  All 
alternatives  (except  the  no-action)  would  cause  some  wetland 
destruction,  either  through  direct  construction  impacts  or  subsequent 
induced  drainage.  These  impacts  are  discussed  in  more  detail  in  the 
Environmental  Effects  section  of  this  Final  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (FSEIS) .  The  RP  would  impact  the  most  wetlands  while 
the  LED  plan  would  exclude  a  large  wetland  area  that  would  be  impacted 
by  all  other  structural  plans.  However,  as  described  in  paragraph  S-6 
above,  the  RP  is  the  most  practicable  plan. 
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S-9.  The  proposed  action  would  involve  completion  of  a  hurricane 
protection  levee  in  a  floodplain.  Alternate  alinements  have  been 
Identified  and  are  discussed  in  the  Alternatives  section  of  this 
supplement.  Other  than  the  no-action  alternative ,  no  non-floodplain 
alternatives  are  practical.  The  Environmental  Effects  section  describes 
the  beneficial  and  adverse  impacts  of  each  alternative.  Initial  views 
of  the  public  were  obtained  at  a  public  hearing  in  1956.  Since  then, 
numerous  informal  meetings  with  the  South  Lafourche  Levee  District, 
USFWS,  NMFS,  and  Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  (LDWF) 
have  been  held  to  fully  coordinate  this  study  with  all  interested 
part  Les. 

S-10.  A  Public  Notice  was  published  on  1  November  1974  to  comply  with 
Section  404  of  the  FWPCA;  and  on  20  December  1974,  a  Statement  of 
Finding  (SOF)  was  issued.  The  USFWS  and  NMFS  recommended  five  project 
modifications.  One  recommendation  suggested  obtaining  borrow  on  the 
protected  side  of  the  levee.  The  second  recommendation  suggested 
placement  of  the  Golden  Meadow  floodgate  borrow  stockpile  inside  the 
levee.  Another  recommendation  stressed  that  the  culverts  in  the  project 
levees  should  remain  open  at  all  times  except  when  excessive  high  water 
exists  or  is  forecast.  The  Corps  agreed  with  the  first  two 
recommendations.  However,  the  third  recommendation  cannot  be 
implemented  because  pumping  stations,  rather  than  culverts,  are  now  part 
of  the  plan.  The  final  two  recommendations  suggested  levee  realinement 
in  Section  C  South  and  A  East.  Both  of  the  suggested  realinements  would 
exclude  wetlands  from  inclosure  within  the  levee  system.  The  Corps 
decided  that  realinement  in  Section  C  South  was  not  feasible  due  to 
prohibitive  costs.  The  alineroent  in  Section  A  East  was  modified  to 
exclude  1,500  acres  of  wetlands  and  ponds,  though  not  the  entire  2,700 
acres  that  the  other  agencies  requested.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  moved 
the  alinement  as  near  Bayou  Lafourche  as  englneeringly  feasible.  The 
presence  of  a  producing  oil  field,  several  pipelines,  and  other 
facilities  made  it  Infeasible  to  move  the  alinement  nearer  the  bayou. 


In  a  Supplemental  Statement  of  Findings  (2  November  1976),  the  Corps 
formally  responded  to  these  recommendations. 

S-ll.  EPA  Guidelines  published  in  December  1980  specified  that  all 
deposition  of  dredged  or  fill  material  that  occurred  after  1  October 
1981  must  comply  with  said  guidelines.  A  Section  404  (b)(1)  Evaluation 
was  signed  by  the  District  Engineer  on  18  November  1982,  a  Public  Notice 
and  the  Section  404  (b)(1)  Evaluation  were  distributed  in  March  1983.  A 
State  Water  Quality  certification  was  obtained  12  June  1983  (Appendix  A, 
Sections  A. 5  and  A. 10) .  This  evaluation  concluded  that  the  only 
violation  of  applicable  state  water  quality  standards  for  work  not  yet 
completed  would  be  temporary  turbidity  during  first  lift  construction; 
that  the  proposed  action  would  not  result  in  significant  adverse  effects 
on  human  health  and  welfare;  and  that  appropriate  and  practicable  steps 
would  be  taken,  when  possible,  to  minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  on 
the  aquatic  ecosystem.  A  Section  404  (b)(1)  Evaluation  will  be 
prepared,  a  Public  Notice  distributed,  and  application  made  for  a  State 
Water  Quality  certification  to  assess  the  impacts  of  mitigation. 

S-12.  A  Consistency  Determination  with  the  Louisiana  Coastal  Resources 
Program  (LCRP)  was  prepared  for  remaining  work.  These  project  features, 
except  Clovelly  Farms,  LL&E,  and  the  mitigation  plan,  were  approved  for 
construction  prior  to  inception  of  the  LCRP  in  1980  and  are,  therefore, 
exempt  from  consistency.  The  Corps  has  determined  the  Clovelly  Farms, 
LLSE,  and  mitigation  work  is  consistent  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable,  and  once  the  mitigation  plan  has  been  fuly  coordinated  with 
the  LCRP,  full  compliance  is  expected. 

AREAS  OF  RESOLVED  CONTROVERSY 

S-13.  The  leveeing  of  wetlands  caused  concern  to  the  USFWS,  NMFS,  and 
LDWF.  The  alinement  in  Section  A  East  was  changed  to  drastically  reduce 


Che  amount  of  wetlands  Inclosed,  and  a  plan  to  mitigate  unavoidable 
wetland  losses  is  being  prepared  and  would  be  coordinated  with  the  USFWS 
and  LDWF.  The  South  Lafourche  Levee  District  adopted  the  concept  of  a 
mitigation  plan  and  agreed  on  a  70/30  cost  sharing  basis. 

UNRESOLVED  ISSUES 

S-14.  There  are  no  unresolved  issues  at  this  time.  Concern  has  been 
expressed  by  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  that  a  mitigation 
plan  may  not  compenste  for  estuarine  f infish  and  shellfish  losses. 

RELATIONSHIP  OF  PLANS  TO  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  STATUTES  OR  OTHER 
ENVIRONMENTAL  REQUIREMENTS 

S-15.  Table  1  shows  the  current  status  of  compliance  with  each  of  the 
Federal,  state,  and  local  statutes  or  other  environmental 
requirements.  A  plan  is  listed  as  being  in  full  compliance  if,  at  this 
stage  of  project  planning,  all  necessary  steps  have  been  taken  to  comply 
with  the  statute  in  question. 
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TABLE  1 


RELATIONSHIP  OF  PLANS  TO  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
STATUTES  OR  OTHER  ENVIRONMENTAL  REQUIREMENTS 

PLANS 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

FEDERAL  STATUTES 

Preservation  of  Historical  Archeological 

Data  Act  of  1974. 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

Clean  Air  Act,  as  Amended. 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

Clean  Water  Act  of  1977. 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  of  1972,  as  Amended .i/ 

PC 

PC 

PC 

PC 

PC 

Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  Amended. 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

Estuary  Protection  Act. 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

Farmland  Protection  Act 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

NA/ 

N/A 

Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act. 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act.^ 

PC 

PC 

PC 

PC 

PC 

Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Marine  Protection  Research  and  Sanctuaries  Act 
of  1972,  as  Amended. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act. 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

1  / 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act.—' 

PC 

PC 

PC 

PC 

PC 

River  and  Harbor  Act. 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

EXECUTIVE  ORDERS 

Executive  Order  11988,  Floodplain  Management. 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

Executive  Order  11990,  Protection  of  Wetlands. 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

Executive  Order  12114,  Environmental 

Effects  Abroad  of  Major  Federal  Action. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

TABLE  1  (CONTINUED) 


RELATIONSHIP  OF  PLANS  TO  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
STATUTES  OR  OTHER  ENVIRONMENTAL  REQUIREMENTS 

PLANS 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Executive  Memorandum,  Analysis  of  Impacts  on 

Prime  or  Unique  Agricultural  Lands  in 

Implementing  NEPA. 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

Executive  Order  11593,  Protection  and  Enhancement 
of  the  Cultural  Environment. 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

Executive  Order  12372,  Intergovernmental 

Review  of  Federal  Programs. 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

TE  AND  LOCAL  POLICIES 

Air  Control  Law. 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

Archaeological  Treasure  Act. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Historic  Preservation  District  Act. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Louisiana  Scenic  Streams  Act. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Protection  of  Cypress  Trees  (EO  1980-3)  . 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

Water  Control  Law. 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

FC 

D  USE  PLAN 

Louisiana  Coastal  Zone  Management  Plan.— ^ 

PC 

PC 

PC 

PC 

PC 

UIRED  FEDERAL  ENTITLEMENTS 
e  are  requn 


*  Full  corapllan'  .  PC  =*  Partial  compliance.  N/A  =  Not  applicable. 


Project  feature  approved  prior  to  Inception  of  the  Louisiana  Coastal 
Resources  Program  are  exempt  from  consistency.  Although  exempt, 
these  features  are  consistent.  The  newly  approved  features  have  also 
been  determined  by  NOD  to  be  consistent.  Full  compliance  is 
expected  once  the  mitigation  plan  is  completed  and  approved. 

Full  compliance  will  be  achieved  when  a  mitigation  report  is  finalized. 

Upon  completion  of  the  EIS  review  process,  and  signing  of  a  Record  of 
Decision,  full  compliance  will  be  achieved. 
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project  life  starting  upon  the  completion  of  the  hurricane  protection 
levee  (1996). 


29.  Table  3  compares  existing  conditions,  future  without  project  condi¬ 
tions,  and  impacts  of  each  plan.  The  following  are  abbreviations  used 
in  Table  3: 


o  Study  Area  SA 

o  Future  With  Project  FW 

o  Future  Without  Project  FWO 

o  Fresh  and  Intermediate  Marsh  F/I 

o  Brackish  Marsh  B 

o  Bottomland  Hardwoods  BLHW 

o  Wooded  Swamp  WS 

o  Dissolved  Oxygen  DO 


o  Louisiana  Land  and  Exploration  Company  LL&E 


t 
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habitat  value  which  would  result  from  implementation  of  the  hurricane 
protection  levee. 

25.  On  June  6,  1984,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  was  notified  that  two  of 
the  three  weirs  evaluated  in  the  Draft  Mitigation  Report  had  been 
constructed.  Because  this  was  just  prior  to  release  of  the  Draft 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  to  the  public,  a 
decision  was  made  to  issue  the  document  as  originally  designed  with  the 
knowledge  that  the  mitigation  plan  would  no  longer  fully  compensate  for 
project-induced  losses.  This  because  the  benefits  associated  with  the 
weirs  can  no  longer  be  claimed. 

26.  To  expedite  public  release  of  the  Final  Supplemental  EIS,  a 
separate  Mitigation  Report  will  be  prepared.  Modifications  to  the 
mitigation  plan  discussed  in  the  DEIS  will  be  made  in  cooperation  with 
LDWF  and  USFWS  to  insure  that  migitation  does  fully  compensate  for 
project  losses. 

COMPARATIVE  IMPACTS  OF  ALTERNATIVES 

27.  The  study  area  (10,362  acres)  includes  acreage  along  the  levee 
right-of-way,  all  acreage  inclosed  by  the  proposed  levees  around 
Clovelly  Farms  and  the  LL&E  property,  and  any  wetlands  inclosed  by  the 
levee  alinement. 

28.  The  significant  resources  identified  in  the  study  and  mitigation 
areas  are  addressed  in  the  Affected  Environment  section  of  this  DSEIS, 
and  impacts  of  each  plan  on  each  significant  resource  are  detailed  in 
the  Environmental  Effects  section.  Acreage  data  presented  in  the 
Environmental  Effects  section  are  based  on  acreages  present  in  1975. 
Future  with  and  without  project  conditions  are  based  on  a  100-year 
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Plan  1  and  an  alinement  change  in  Section  E  South  to  exclude  681  acres 
of  marsh  from  inclosure  within  the  levee  system  (see  Plate  7).  The 
levee  in  Section  E  South  would  be  built  to  a  height  of  between  +8.5  to 
+10.5  feet  NGVD  and  would  be  approximately  6.5  miles  in  length  compared 
to  4  miles  in  length  for  the  modified  GDM  alinement.  The  borrow 
material  would  be  taken  from  the  protected  side  of  the  levee.  This  is 
the  Least  Environmentally  Damaging  (LED)  Plan. 

IMPLEMENTATION  RESPONSIBILITES 

23.  Implementation  responsibilities  for  the  detailed  plans  are 
summarized  in  Table  2.  The  Federal  Government  would  pay  70  percent  of 
the  first  costs  and  non-Federal  interests  would  be  responsible  for  the 
remaining  30  percent.  All  annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs  would 
be  borne  by  non-Federal  interests. 

MITIGATION 

2A.  In  cooperation  with  the  Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and 
Fisheries  (LDWF)  and  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS) ,  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  is  developing  a  plan  to  mitigate  for  project- 
associated  wetland  losses  to  be  incurred  by  the  construction  of  the 
hurricane  protection  levee.  The  implementation  of  a  mitigation  plan  on 
the  state-owned  Polnte  au  Chien  Wildlife  Management  Area  (WMA)  is  being 
evaluated.  The  Pointe  au  Chien  WMA,  as  is  the  case  with  most  coastal 
Louisiana  wetlands,  is  deteriorating  rapidly  from  saltwater  intrusion 
and  subsidence  and  is  badly  in  need  of  a  water  management  program  retard 
the  rapid  loss  of  wetland.  Mitigation  could  maintain  the  habitat  value 
of  the  area  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources  above  that  which  would  be 
expected  in  the  future  if  no  management  program  were  implemented.  The 
benefit  in  increased  habitat  value  could  be  used  to  offset  the  loss  in 


and  recreational  fishing  and  hunting  access  to  the  marsh  areas  east  of 
the  authorized  GDM  levee  alinement.  Structural  features  of  this  plan, 
as  well  as  all  other  plans,  include  the  development  of  launch  areas  at 
Yankee  Canal,  Bully  Camp  Canal,  and  one  as  yet  unknown  location  near  the 
town  of  Golden  Meadow  to  restore  fishing  and  hunting  access.  A  minor 
realineraent  would  occur  at  the  southern  end  of  Section  E  South.  This  is 
the  Recommended  Plan  (RP)  and  National  Economic  Development  Plan  (NED). 

19.  Plan  2  -  Modified  GDM  alinement  plus  Clovelly  Farms.  This 
alternative  would  consist  of  the  modified  GDM  alinement,  with  an 
alinement  change  in  Section  E  North  to  include  Clovelly  Farms  as 
described  above  (see  Plate  4). 

20.  Plan  3  -  Modified  GDM  alinement  plus  LL&E  property.  This  plan 
would  consist  of  the  modified  GDM  alinement,  with  an  alinement  change  in 
Section  D  to  include  LL&E  property  as  described  in  paragraph  18  (see 
Plate  5). 

21.  Plan  4  -  Modified  GDM  alinement.  This  plan  would  consist  of  the 
original  GDM  alinement  as  described  in  paragraph  7.  Modifications  made 
as  a  result  of  the  Section  404  Evaluation  process  (described  in 
paragraph  S-10)  include:  borrow  material  obtained  from  the  protected 
side  of  the  levee,  the  Golden  Meadow  floodgate  stockpile  placed  inside 
the  levee,  and  the  levee  realineraent  in  Section  A  East  excluding  1,500 
acres  of  wetlands  and  ponds  originally  included  in  the  GDM  alinement. 
Another  major  modification  would  be  the  realineraent  of  the  floodwalls  to 
include  a  number  of  residential  and  commercial  buildings  located 
adjacent  to  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  in  Larose,  Louisiana  (see 
Plate  6).  A  minor  realinement  would  occur  at  the  southern  end  of 
Section  E  South. 


22 .  Plan  5  -  Modified  GDM  alinement  plus  Clovelly  Farms,  LL&E  property, 
and  Section  E  South  alternate.  This  plan  would  include  the  modified  GDM 


17.  Cultural  resources  of  the  study  area  are  presently  being  impacted 
by  the  processes  of  erosion,  wave  wash,  subsidence,  and  urbanization  of 
the  area.  These  impacts  are  significant  and  are  destroying 
archeological  and  historical  resources  located  in  the  marshes,  along  the 
waterways,  and  in  the  areas  of  planned  urban  development.  In  the  future, 
the  destructive  forces  of  nature  and  urban  expansion  will  continue  to 
adversely  impact  cultural  resources  in  the  study  area. 

PLANS  CONSIDERED  IN  DETAIL  IN  THIS  DOCUMENT 


This  supplemental  EIS  considers  five  structural  plans  which  are 
described  below. 

18.  Plan  1  -  Modified  GDM  allnement  plus  Clovelly  Farms  &  Louisiana 
Land  and  Exploration  Company  (LL&E)  property.  This  plan  includes  the 
modified  GDM  allnement  described  in  paragraph  21  below  and  also  includes 
Clovelly  Farms  and  the  LL&E  property  (see  Plate  3).  Presently,  Clovelly 
Farms  (2,437  acres  agricultural;  31  acres  low  levee)  is  protected  by  a 
levee  with  an  elevation  of  +6.0  feet  NGVD.  The  new  elevation  would  be 
between  +8.5  and  +8.9  feet  NGVD  with  a  total  length  of  29,145  feet.  The 
LL&E  property  (3,270  acres  agricultural;  26  acres  low  levee)  has  been 
protected  since  1967  by  a  levee  with  an  elevation  of  +7.0  feet  NGVD. 

The  elevation  of  the  new  levee  would  vary  from  +11.2  to  +13.0  feet  NGVD, 
with  a  total  length  of  32,400  feet.  At  present,  LL&E  is  drained  by  a 
small  capacity  (200  cfs)  pumping  station.  This  station  would  remain 
with  a  new  floodwall  to  protect  it.  Drainage  structure  No.  5  would  be 
relocated  to  the  northern  GDM-LL&E  allnement  intersection  (see  Plate 
2).  Borrow  material  required  for  construction  would  be  taken  from  the 
protected  side  of  the  levee  along  the  modified  GDM  allnement  sections 
and  on  the  floodside  for  the  two  farm  allnement  sections.  Construction 
of  the  levee  also  would  eliminate  the  launch  areas  at  Larose,  Golden 
Meadow,  Breton  Canal,  and  Clovelly  Farms,  thereby  preventing  commercial 
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hardwood  forests,  60  are  wooded  swamp,  and  100  are  fresh  marsh. 
Therefore,  considering  the  habitat  loss,  this  alternative  was  not 
considered  feasible. 

14.  Change  In  Section  D.  This  alternative  was  proposed  by  the  local 
assuring  agency  In  early  1978.  The  request  proposed  Included  a  large 
tract  of  privately  owned  land.  Since  1974,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
reviewed  realinements  In  Section  D  a  number  of  times.  In  February  1982, 
the  extensive  costs  of  such  realinements  were  furnished  to  the  Levee 
District;  no  further  action  has  been  taken  by  the  Levee  District. 

WITHOUT  PROJECT  CONDITIONS  (NO  ACTION  ALTERNATIVE) 

15.  If  no  Federal  action  were  taken  to  address  the  planning  objectives, 
residents  within  the  study  area  would  continue  to  be  subject  to  flooding 
due  to  tidal  surges  from  hurricane  storm  events.  Local  interests  have 
constructed  low-level  levees  to  protect  residents  and  property  from 
normal  storm  events  which  affect  the  Louisiana  coastal  parishes  on  the 
average  of  twice  every  three  years;  but  these  levees  are  not  sufficient 
to  guard  against  hurricane-class  storms. 

16.  Fish  and  wildlife  resources  would  drastically  diminish  as  marsh  and 
forestlands  are  drained;  cleared  for  agricultural,  industrial  or 
residential  uses;  or  converted  to  open  water  due  to  land  subsidence  and 
saltwater  intrusion.  In  1975,  there  were  2,960  acres  of  wetlands  and 
forests  and  1,638  acres  of  open  water  in  the  study  area.  By  2096,  there 
would  be  only  540  acres  of  wetlands  remaining;  open  water  would  have 
increased  to  3,202  acres,  pasture  to  720  acres,  and  residential/ 
industrial  to  137  acres.  The  anticipated  decrease  in  fish  and  wildlife 
productivity  throughout  the  study  area  would  cause  a  reduction  of 
outdoor  recreational  potential.  With  or  without  project,  wildlife  and 
fishery  habitat  would  drastically  be  reduced  by  2096;  however,  habitat 
loss  would  occur  sooner  with  the  project. 


levees.  Also,  It  would  be  more  difficult  to  obtain  assurances  for 
rights-of-way  which  divide  property  tracts  inside  and  outside  the  levee. 

10.  Nonstructural  Measures.  Such  measures  as  more  accurate  weather 
forecasting  and  more  effective  flood  warning  would  have  augmented  all  of 
the  alternatives. 

11.  No-Action.  This  alternative  would  have  caused  no  loss  of  fish  and 
wildlife  resources,  no  destruction  of  cultural  resources,  and  no  further 
decline  in  water  quality;  but  it  would  not  have  achieved  the  objective 
of  flood  protection. 

PLANS  REQUESTED  FOR  CONSIDERATION  AFTER  THE  1974  FINAL  EIS  AND 
SUBSEQUENTLY  ELIMINATED  FROM  FURTHER  STUDY 

12.  Since  completion  of  the  Final  EIS,  the  local  assuring  agency,  on 
behalf  of  landowners  who  wished  to  have  their  property  included  within 
the  levee  system,  has  submitted  two  modifications  to  the  GDM  alinement 
for  review.  General  locations  are  shown  on  Plate  3. 

13.  Change  in  Section  C  North.  This  alternative  proposed  to  move  the 
GDM  levee  alinement  in  Section  C  North  to  the  west  so  as  to  incorporate 
the  property  of  two  landowners.  Although  the  matter  appeared  to  be 
closed  by  early  1977,  it  was  reconsidered  at  a  Levee  Board  meeting  in 
March  1981.  The  primary  attraction  of  this  alternate  alinement  is  that 
rights-of-way  would  be  easy  to  obtain  from  the  two  landowners.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  GDM  alinement  would  require  rights-of-way  from  several 
other  landowners.  This  alternative  alinement  would  not  increase  the 
cost  of  the  levee  in  this  section  over  the  cost  of  the  GDM  alinement. 
However,  the  environmental  consequences  would  be  significant. 
Approximately  670  acres  would  be  inclosed  between  the  proposed  alinement 
and  the  GDM  alinement.  Of  these  acres,  approximately  510  are  bottomland 
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ALTERNATIVES 


PLANS  CONSIDERED  IN  THE  1974  FINAL  EIS  AND  SUBSEQUENTLY  ELIMINATED  FROM 
FURTHER  STUDY 

6.  The  five  alternatives  described  below  were  evaluated  in  the  1974 
Final  EIS. 

7.  Original  GDM  Allnement.  This  plan,  recommended  in  the  1974  Final 
EIS,  would  follow  the  allnement  of  the  existing  loop  levee  and  upgrade 
it  Into  a  hurricane  protection  levee  (see  Plate  2).  Approximately  21 
miles  of  existing  levee  on  the  west  bank  of  Bayou  Lafourche  and  17  miles 
on  the  east  bank  of  the  bayou  would  be  enlarged.  Approximately  5  miles 
of  levee  on  the  east  side  and  south  of  Yankee  Canal  would  be  new.  The 
levee  system  would  have  a  net  grade  elevation  of  +13-0  National  Geodetic 
Vertical  Datum  (NGVD)  at  the  southern  end  of  the  project  and  vary  to 
+8.5  NGVD  at  the  northern  end.  Floodwalls  would  be  built  where  levee 
construction  is  not  possible. 

8.  Building  Codes.  Two  alternatives  would  have  instituted  building 
codes  to  require  either  elevation  restrictions  or  structural  stability 
restrictions.  Both  would  protect  new  buildings,  but  would  have  been 
cost-prohibitive  for  existing  buildings.  These  alternatives  were 
discarded  because  they  would  provide  little  protection  from  water-borne 
debris  and  no  protection  for  those  people  evacuating  from  areas  south  of 
Golden  Meadow  or  for  property,  such  as  equipment  and  livestock. 

9.  Alternate  Levee  Allnement.  This  allnement  would  be  immediately 
behind  the  populated  areas  along  the  bayou.  By  so  locating  the  levee, 
there  would  be  fewer  ecological  impacts  than  would  occur  with  the  GDM 
allnement.  This  allnement  was  not  recommended  because  it  would  be  more 
costly  than  the  GDM  allnement  which  follows  existing  locally  built 


PLANNING  OBJECTIVES 


5.  The  planning  objectives  are  to:  provide  adequate  protection  from 
hurricane  and  storm-borne  floodwaters,  cause  minimal  loss  of  wetland  due 
to  borrow  and  levee  alinement,  maintain  water  quality,  protect  and 
enhance  prehistoric  and  historic  resourct s  in  the  study  area. 
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PUBLIC  CONCERNS  AND  CORPS  OPPORTUNITIES 


2.  The  primary  concern  of  the  people  and  local  government  officials  in 
the  South  Lafourche  Levee  District  is  hurricane  and  storm  flood 
protection.  The  people  who  live  along  Bayou  Lafourche  from  Larose  to 
Golden  Meadow  and  those  who  live  and  work  south  of  Golden  Meadow  would 
benefit  from  project  implementation.  The  bayou  and  the  state  highway 
along  the  bayou  are  major  evacuation  routes  for  the  people  of  Grand  Isle 
and  extreme  southern  Lafourche  Parish.  With  early  warning  of  high 
waters  and  the  levee  protection  from  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow,  the 
evacuation  time  for  these  people  could  be  shortened. 

3.  Hurricane  flooding  in  or  near  the  study  area  has  occurred  many  times 
since  1900.  However,  reliable  surge  heights  became  available  only  since 
1909.  Observed  stages  experienced  at  or  near  the  study  area  as  a  result 
of  hurricanes  were:  1909,  5  feet  at  Golden  Meadow;  1915,  5.5  feet  at 
Golden  Meadow;  1956,  (Flossy),  3.3  feet  at  Golden  Meadow;  1961  (Carla), 
3.7  feet  at  Golden  Meadow;  1964  (Hilda),  4.7  feet  at  Golden  Meadow;  1965 
(Betsy),  5.4  feet  at  Leeville;  1974  (Carmen),  4.6  feet  at  Golden  Meadow, 
5.6  feet  at  Leeville.  The  extent  to  which  the  study  area  is  subjected 
to  a  hurricane  hazard  is  demonstrated  by  the  magnitude  of  average  annual 
flood  damages  which  is  estimated  to  be  in  excess  of  $9  million. 

4.  There  is  some  local  concern  as  to  whether  the  authorized  culverts 
would  adequately  remove  storm  and  post-storm  floodwaters  from  within  the 
ring  levee.  Consequently,  at  an  added  local  expense,  the  levee  board 
would  install  pumping  stations  to  drain  the  waters  within  the  ring 
levee.  Presently,  most  of  the  area  is  drained  by  small,  low-lift  pump¬ 
ing  stations.  Finally,  a  local  public  concern  is  relinquishing  property 
for  right-of-way  for  the  levee.  Some  people  resent  the  confiscation  of 
their  property  for  public  work9. 
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NEED  FOR  AND  OBJECTIVES  OF  ACTION 


STUDY  AUTHORITY 

1.  Public  Law  298-89th  Congress,  1st  Session,  approved  27  October  1965, 
authorized  the  project  "Grand  Isle,  Louisiana  and  Vicinity”  to  provide 
protection  in  accordance  with  the  recommendation  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  his  report  entitled  "Grand  Isle  and  Vicinity,  La.,”  and 
contained  in  House  Document  No.  184,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  1st 
Session.  The  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  included  the  report  of 
the  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors,  accompanied  by  the 
reports  of  the  District  and  Division  Engineers.  The  Chief  of  Engineers, 
in  his  report,  concurred  with  the  following  recommendations  of  the  Board 
of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors: 

"...  Accordingly,  the  Board  recommends  authorization  for  construction  of 
improvements  for  the  prevention  of  hurricane  tidal  damages  and  loss  of 
life  in  the  area  between  Larose  and  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana  consisting 
of: 

A  loop  levee  approximately  36  miles  in  length  along  both  banks  of  Bayou 
Lafourche; 

Enlargement  of  about  3  miles  of  the  existing  levee  at  Golden  Meadow; 

Floodgates  for  navigation  in  Bayou  Lafourche  at  the  upper  and  lower 
bayou  crossings; 

Approximately  8  miles  of  low  interior  levees  to  regulate  intercepted 
drainage,  and 

Seven  drainage  structures;...." 
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AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


ENVIRONMENTAL  CONDITIONS 

30.  The  study  area  lies  entirely  within  Lafourche  Parish  and 
encompasses  approximately  10,362  acres.  The  study  area  includes  all  the 
lands  along  the  levee  rights-of-way  which  would  be  impacted  by  levee  and 
borrow  construction,  utility  relocations,  temporary  stockpile  areas,  and 
those  areas  inclosed  by  the  levee  which  were  not  addressed  in  the  1974 
Final  EIS  (Plates  2-8).  The  project  is  situated  in  an  ancient  lobate 
delta  of  the  Mississippi  River,  the  Lafourche  Delta.  Many  of  the  area 
bayous  are  former  distributaries  of  the  old  Mississippi  River;  Bayou 
Lafourche  was  a  distributary  of  the  present  Mississippi  River  until  1904 
when  river  access  to  the  bayou  was  blocked.  Area  soils  are  typically 
river-deposited  clays,  silts,  and  sands  near  the  bayous.  The  marshes  of 
the  study  area  have  soft,  highly  organic  deposits  ranging  from 
organic/clay  to  peat.  The  organic  content  of  fresh  marshes  is  higher 
than  that  of  the  more  saline  marshes.  The  elevations  in  the  area  vary 
between  0.0  and  1.0  foot  NGVD  in  the  marshes  to  3.0  and  8.0  feet  NGVD  at 
the  crests  of  the  natural  levee  ridges. 

31.  The  climate  of  the  area  is  greatly  influenced  by  the  proximity  of 
the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  Southeasterly  winds  from  the  gulf  moderate  the 
climate  giving  it  a  humid,  sub-tropical  character.  Air  temperature 
varies  with  monthly  averages  of  57°F  in  January  and  February  and  83°F  in 
August.  Tidal  effects  have  been  observed  up  Bayou  Lafourche  as  far 
north  as  Larose,  Louisiana.  The  tides  are  normally  diurnal  and  range 
less  than  1  foot.  Hurricane  tides  have  been  recorded  up  to  5.5  feet 
NGVD  at  Larose,  Louisiana.  A  hurricane  induced  surge  could  cause  a 
water  level  rise  of  10  feet  NGVD  at  Golden  Meadow. 

32.  The  habitat  types  presently  in  the  study  area  include  881  acres  of 
bottomland  hardwood  forest,  141  acres  of  wooded  swamp,  1,093  acres  of 
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areas  would  be  re-concentrated  to  a  greater  degree  on  other  available 
existing  recreational  lands. 

Air  Quality 

71.  Air  quality  in  Lafourche  Parish  is  better  than  national  standards 
for  nitrogen  dioxide,  carbon  monoxide,  sulfur  dioxide,  and  suspended 
particulates  (see  Table  A. 9.1,  Appendix  A,  Section  A. 9,  Air  Quality). 

72.  Under  future  without  project  conditions,  air  quality  would  decline 
slightly  as  increased  vehicle  and  boat  traffic,  and  commercial  and 
industrial  development,  add  additional  air-borne  pollutants  into  the 
air. 

Noise 

73.  Highway  sounds  and  motorized  boat  traffic  on  Bayou  Lafourche  and 
other  waterways  are  the  major  contributors  to  noise  in  the  study  area. 

74.  Under  future  without  project  conditions,  urban,  agricultural,  and 
oil  industry  expansion  would  increase  noise  levels  throughout  the  study 

area . 

Agrlcultural/Pasturelands  (Including  prime  and  unique  farmlands) 

75.  Within  the  study  area,  5,764  acres  of  agricultural/pasturelands 
exist  (2,468  acres  in  Clovelly  Farms  including  31  acres  low  levee;  3,296 
acres  in  LL&E  farms  including  26  acres  low  levee).  Additionally, 
extensive  acreage  previously  described  in  the  1974  Final  EIS  exists 
between  the  levee  allneraent  and  Bayou  Lafourche  and  is  presently  in 
pasture,  sugarcane  and  row  crops.  Lands  utilized  for  sugarcane,  and 
crawfish  production  are  considered  unique  farmlands.  About  500  acres  of 
crawfish  ponds  and  1,650  acres  of  sugar  cane/soybeans  fields  are  present 
on  the  LL&E  and  Clovelly  Farms. 
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16LF36  is  an  earthen  midden;  site  16LF76  is  a  buried  shell  midden.  On 
the  eastern  boundary  of  Section  F,  between  the  GIWW  and  Clovelly  Farms, 
a  buried  shell  midden  16LF97,  is  recorded.  The  site  is  situated  on  a 
buried  natural  levee  along  an  unnamed  former  stream  course. 

67.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  Larose  floodgate,  seven  recent  structures 
and  one  abandoned  vessel  were  recorded.  The  structures  did  not  meet  the 
criteria  for  inclusion  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

The  M/V  Fox,  an  historic  passenger  vessel,  has  been  determined  eligible 
for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register. 

68.  Inder  future  without  project  conditions,  the  area's  cultural 
resources  would  continue  to  be  affected  by  indiscriminate  human  actions, 
erosion,  subsidence,  and  the  natural  elements.  For  further  information, 
refer  to  Apendix  A,  Section  A. 6,  Archeology  Resources. 

Recreation 


69.  The  natural  and  recreational  resources  of  the  study  area  provide 
wide  and  varied  opportunities  for  outdoor  recreational  activities. 
Outdoor  recreational  facilities  consist  mostly  of  public  and  commercial 
boat  launching  ramps  or  slings.  Additionally,  there  is  one  state 
wildlife  management  area  which  offers  public  hunting  for  big  game,  small 
game,  and  waterfowl.  The  large  communities  within  the  area  provide 
small  scale  community  parks,  playgrounds,  and  picnic  areas. 

70.  Under  future  without  project  conditions,  a  decrease  in  the  overall 
potential  supply  of  recreational  man-days  would  occur  (see  Recreational 
Resources,  Appendix  A,  Section  A. 7  for  more  detail).  This  decrease 
would  be  attributed  to  the  non-project  Induced  clearing  of  forestlands 
and  the  draining  of  areas  Inclosed  by  levee  systems  for  urban  and 
agricultural  purposes.  Additionally,  displaced  recreational  activities 
that  normally  would  occur  on  the  previously  uncleared  and  undrained 
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white  ibis-30.  In  July,  1980,  the  colony  was  visited  by  USFWS 
personnel,  and  a  large  number  of  Louisiana  heron  adults  and  young  also 
were  observed.  The  birds  nest  in  a  small  grove  of  Chinese  tallowtrees 
and,  undoubtedly,  feed  upon  the  crawfish,  other  invertebrates,  and  small 
fish  which  occur  in  the  nearby  crawfish  ponds. 

63.  Under  future  without  project  conditions,  there  will  be  no  impact  on 
the  nesting  colony. 

Cultural  Resources 

i 

64.  The  cultural  resources  in  the  vicinity  of  the  study  area  include 
prehistoric  shell  midden  and  earthen  midden  sites,  standing  structures, 
and  an  abandoned  vessel.  No  recorded  archeological  or  historical  sites 

t 

are  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  However,  one 
property,  the  M/V  Fox,  has  been  determined  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Register.  In  addition,  two  prehistoric  midden  sites,  16LF1  and 
16LF88,  have  the  potential  of  furnishing  data  on  human  adaptation  to  the 
physical  environment,  and  may  be  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places.  Site  16LF1,  an  earthen  and  shell  midden, 
is  located  on  the  Bayou  L'Ours  natural  levee.  Site  16LF88,  a  village  or 
campsite  with  a  midden  area,  is  reported  to  be  located  on  the  Bayou 
Raphael  natural  levee. 

65.  The  natural  levees  of  Bayou  Raphael  and  the  West  Fork  of  Bayou 
L'Ours  are  considered  optimal  locations  for  prehistoric  occupations. 

Besides  sites  16LFI  and  16LF88,  other  recorded  sites  along  these  levees 
include  16LF54,  16LF57,  16LF58,  16LF59,  16LF60,  16LF61,  16LF62,  and 
16LF63 . 

66.  Two  sites,  16LF36  and  16LF76,  are  recorded  along  the  Gulf 
Intracoastal  Waterway  (GIWW)  in  the  vicinity  of  the  study  area.  Site 
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endangered  or  threatened  species  status,  none  of  them  occur  in  the  study 
or  area. 

Under  future  without  project  conditions,  it  is  likely  that  as  marsh  and 
wooded  habitat  are  lost,  the  number  of  endangered  and  threatened  species 
that  night  be  transient  would  decline. 


National  Audubon  Blue  List  Species 

60.  The  National  Audubon  Society  Blue  List  is  an  early  warning  system 
to  Indicate  which  bird  species  are  undergoing  noncyclical  population 
declines  and  might  be  declining  in  all  or  parts  of  their  range  in  North 
American  (Tate  and  Tate,  1982 1.  The  following  is  a  list  of  the  1982 
Blue  List  species  which  could  occur  in  the  study  area. 


1982  AUDUBON  BLUE  LIST 


Least  Bittern 
American  Bittern 
Sharp-shinned  Hawk 
Red-shouldered  Hawk 
King  Rail 
Loggerhead  Shrike 
Grasshopper  Sparrow 


Barn  Owl 

Eastern  Bluebird 
Long-billed  Curlew 
Eastern  Meadowlark 
Hairy  Woodpecker 
Upland  Sandpiper 
Dickcissel 


61.  Under  future  without  project  condition,  it  is  likely  that  as  marsh 
and  wooded  habitat  are  lost,  Blue  List  species  closely  associated  with 
these  habitats  would  be  negatively  affected. 

Waterblrd  Nesting  Colonies 

62.  One  nesting  colony  of  wading  birds  occurs  in  the  southern  part  of 
LL&E  property.  The  number  of  nesting  adults  in  this  colony  in  1976 
were:  cattle  egret-2,400,  great  egret-100,  little  blue  heron-250,  and 


EIS-40 


57 .  The  intermediate  to  brackish  ponds  and  bayous  provide  essential 
habitat  for  certain  stages  of  the  life  cycles  of  a  variety  of  estuarine 
fishes.  The  young  of  Gulf  menhaden,  spot,  Atlantic  croaker,  white  and 
brown  shrimp,  and  blue  crabs  utilize  the  marshes  as  nursery  areas.  Upon 
reaching  maturity,  the  shrimp  and  fishes  leave  the  marshes  for  the 
gulf.  Spotted  and  sand  seatrout,  sea  catfish,  striped  mullet,  tidewater 
sllversides,  sheepshead  minnow,  sailfin  molly,  bay  anchovy,  longnose 
killifish,  Atlantic  threadfin,  bay  whiff,  and  southern  flounder  can  also 
be  found.  Planktonic  organisms  in  the  canals,  bayous,  and  ponds  include 
minute  crustaceans  such  as  cladocerans,  copepods,  and  ostracods. 
Chironomid  larvae  and  tubificid  worms  are  the  dominant  benthic  organisms 
in  fresh  areas.  The  benthos  in  the  brackish  water  bodies  include 
polychaote  worms,  clams,  raysids,  isopods,  amphipods,  and  decapods. 

58.  Table  A. 3  (see  Fishery  Methodology,  Section  A. 3,  Appendix  A) 
provides  a  summary  of  the  1963-1978  average  annual  commercial  fish 
harvest  and  the  major  estuarine-dependent  commercial  f infish  and 
shellfishes  for  Hydrologic  Unit  IV  of  which  the  study  area  is  a  part. 
Based  on  this  data,  the  study  could  potentially  provide  1,391,484  pounds 
worth  $347,871  to  the  commercial  fish  harvest  in  base  year  1975. 

Under  future  without  project  conditions,  freshwater  and  estuarine  fish 
productivity  and  commercial  fish  harvest  would  decrease  as  essential 
fresh/ intermediate  and  brackish  marsh  are  lost. 

Endangered  and  Threatened  Species 

59.  There  are  no  known  endangered  or  threatened  species  which  reside  in 
the  study  area  (see  USFWS  and  NMFS  correspondence,  Appendix  A,  Section 
A. 2).  Several  endangered  birds,  such  as  the  brown  pelican,  bald  eagle, 
peregrine  falcon,  and  Eskimo  curlew,  might  be  seen  occasionally  as 
transient  visitors.  The  American  alligator  has  been  removed  from  the 
endangered  species  list  (Louisiana  only)  although  it  is  still  listed  as 
threatened  due  to  similarity  of  appearence  in  Louisiana.  Although 
several  species  of  plants  from  Louisiana  are  being  reviewed  for 
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52.  Louisiana,  with  Its  extensive  coastal  marshes,  leads  the  nation  In 
wild  fur  production,  contributing  40  percent  of  the  entire  United  States 
fur  supply.  The  nutria  Is  the  state's  most  Important  furbearer,  with 
ninety-five  percent  of  nutria  pelts  In  the  world  coming  from 
Louisiana.  During  the  1979-80  trapping  season,  there  were  1,300,000 
hides  taken,  valued  at  nearly  $9,000,000.  The  muskrat  Is  the  second 
most  Important  furbearer,  while  mink,  otter,  and  raccoon  are  of  less 
commercial  significance  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A. 8,  for  a  table  of  fur 
catch  and  value  by  marsh  type) . 

53.  In  1972,  after  a  20-year  moratorium  on  hunting,  special  hunting 
seasons  were  held  for  the  American  alligator  In  western  Louisiana.  By 
1980,  over  15,000  animals  worth  about  $3.1  million  (gross  value)  were 
being  taken  annually.  The  entire  state  was  opened  to  alligator  hunting 
in  1982. 

54.  Numerous  terrestrial  invertebrates  occur  throughout  the  area.  The 
most  notable  are  insects,  which  often  serve  as  vectors  to  transmit 
disease  to  higher  animals,  Including  man.  Mosquitoes  are  the  most 
important  of  the  vectors  in  the  area,  although  other  groups,  such  as 
deerflles,  horseflies,  and  biting  midges  are  also  present. 

55.  Under  future  without  project  conditions,  wildlife  diversity  in  the 
study  area  would  decrease  as  essential  habitat  is  lost  due  to  urban  and 
agricultural  expansion,  saltwater  intrusion,  subsidence,  and  erosion. 

Fisheries 


56.  Both  freshwater  and  estuarine  fish  occur  in  the  study.  Freshwater 
fish,  such  as  mosquitofish  and  killifishes,  can  be  found  in  the  ponds, 
canals,  and  bayous  where  aquatic  vegetation  grows;  freshwater  drum  and 
sunfishes  prefer  more  turbid  waters  of  Bayou  Lafourche  and  adjacent 
canals.  Other  freshwater  fishes  include  largeraouth  bass,  threadfin  and 
gizzard  shad,  channel  catfish,  longnose  gar,  largeraouth  buffalo,  and 
smallmouth  buffalo. 
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soras.  Game  mammals  and  commercially  important  furbearers  which  occur 
In  these  marshes  Include  white-tailed  deer,  swamp  rabbit,  nutria,  otter, 
raccoon,  and  mink.  American  alligators  are  abundant.  Many  of  these 
animals  feed  on  crawfish,  insects,  snails,  and  small  fish  which  are 
abundant.  White-tailed  deer  prefer  these  low  salinity  marshes  to  the 
brackish  marshes  because  of  higher  plant  diversity  which  provides  an 
abundance  of  food. 

48.  The  brackish  marshes  also  support  a  variety  of  wildlife.  Migratory 
waterfowl  and  wading  birds  feed  and  rest  here,  mottled  ducks  probably 
nest  in  these  marshes,  and  clapper  rails  are  common.  Commercially 
important  furbearers  include  muskrat,  otter,  raccoon,  and  mink.  Swamp 
rabbit  and  white-tailed  deer  can  be  found  occasionally,  especially  if 
there  are  elevated  areas  such  as  canal  ridges  available  for  feeding, 
escape,  and  cover.  American  alligators,  particularly  adults, 
sporadically  occur. 

49.  The  bottomland  hardwoods  near  the  levee  alinement  are  of  moderate 
quality,  therefore,  they  are  capable  of  supporting  huntable  populations 
of  deer,  squirrels,  rabbits,  raccoons,  and  opossums.  A  variety  of 
reptiles,  amphibians,  birds,  and  small  rodents  also  can  be  found  here. 
The  forests  along  Bayous  Raphael  and  L'Ours,  contiguous  to  developed 
areas  of  pasture,  are  heavily  grazed  by  cattle  and  free-roaming  hogs. 
Thus,  white-tailed  deer  populations  are  low. 

50.  Wildlife  associated  with  the  ponds,  bayous,  and  canals  include 
wading  birds,  wood  ducks,  mallards,  nutria,  muskrat,  otter,  mink, 
raccoon,  frogs,  numerous  snakes  and  turtles,  and  the  American  alligator. 

51.  Agricultural  lands  support  a  variety  of  wildlife,  such  as  seed¬ 
eating  and  insectivorous  birds  (mourning  dove,  common  snipe,  eastern 
meadowlark,  and  cattle  egret).  Other  common  inhabitants  include  eastern 
cottontail,  swamp  rabbit,  nine-banded  armadillo,  marsh  rice  rat, 
opossum,  American  goldfinch,  eastern  bluebird,  red-tailed  hawk,  American 
kestrel,  and  barn  owl. 


and  saltwater  intrusion.  In  addition,  salinity  levels  in  the  marshes 
and  open-water  areas  would  continue  to  rise.  Nutrient  levels  would  be 
expected  to  increase  as  more  lands  are  put  into  agricultural  uses. 

Forests 


45.  There  are  primarily  two  types  of  forests  which  occur  in  the  study 
area.  There  are  141  acres  of  wooded  swamp  and  881  acres  of  bottomland 
hardwoods.  Baldcypress  and  tupelogum  are  the  dominant  trees  in  the 
swamps;  red  maple  occurs  along  the  drier  edges.  The  most  abundant 
understory  plant  is  Virginia  willow.  These  swamps  provide  habitat  for 
crawfish,  wading  birds,  waterfowl,  furbearers,  and  the  American 
alligator.  Wooded  swamps  also  provide  valuable  timber,  esthetic  values, 
and  recreational  opportunities.  Dominant  trees  present  in  bottomland 
hardwoods  are  red  maple,  green  ash,  hackberry,  and  sweetgum.  Palmetto, 
wax  myrtle,  and  eastern  baccharis  are  the  dominant  understory  plants. 
These  forests  provide  habitat  for  deer,  eastern  cottontail  rabbit,  gray 
and  fox  squirrels,  and  songbirds.  Most  bottomland  hardwoods  in  the 
study  area  are  regularly  flooded;  when  flooded,  they  provide  habitat  for 
fish  and  crawfish. 

46.  Under  future  without  project  conditions,  wooded  swamp  and 
bottomland  hardwoods  would  be  drastically  reduced  by  the  year  2096. 

Wildlife 


47.  The  f resh/intermediate  marshes  provide  high  quality  habitat  for  a 
variety  of  wildlife  species.  Resident  mottled  ducks  nest  and  feed  in 
these  marshes,  especially  where  the  marsh  is  contiguous  with  ponds, 
migratory  waterfowl  including  mallards,  blue-winged  teal,  green-winged 
teal,  gadwalls,  American  widgeons,  shovelers,  pintails,  ring-necked 
ducks,  lesser  scaup,  common  moorhen,  and  American  coots  are  also 
present.  Other  water  birds  which  utilize  these  wetlands  include  snipes, 
egrets,  herons,  ibis,  bitterns,  black-necked  stilts,  king  rails,  and 
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include  Yankee  Canal,  Breton  Canal  and  Scully  Canal*  Other  water  bodies 
include  1,638  acres  of  open  water  associated  with  the  marsh  in  the  study 
area*  Also,  there  are  numbers  of  unnamed  oil,  gas,  and  drainage  canals 
within  these  areas. 

42.  The  existing  water  has  a  high  buffering  capacity  and  a  pH  between 
7.3  and  7.9.  Existing  dissolved  oxygen  (DO)  levels  remain  at  or  above 
the  acceptable  levels  set  by  the  State  of  Louisiana  of  4.0  mg/1  in  Bayou 
Lafourche  and  5.0  mg/1  in  surrounding  coastal  waters.  The  study  area  is 
characterized  by  high  ambient  nutrient  levels,  presumably  from  urban  and 
agricultural  runoff.  Salinity  levels  are  gradually  rising  in  the 
marshes  due  to  saltwater  intrusion  and  general  land  subsidence.  Ambient 
turbidity  averages  vary  from  120  nephelometric  turbidity  units  (NTU)  in 
Bayou  Lafourche  to  17.5  NTU  in  adjacent  marshes  and  lateral  canals. 

Data  from  six  sampling  sites  spaced  throughout  the  study  area  (see  Plate 
11)  revealed  ambient  toxic  metal  levels  which  exceed  applicable 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  criteria  for  aquatic  life  in  the 
case  of  four  metals:  mercury,  chromium,  cadmium,  and  copper.  Seriously 
high  levels  of  mercury  and  copper  were  detected  at  one  site  each.  Of 
the  eleven  chlorinated  hydrocarbons  measured  at  each  of  the  six 
stations,  dieldrin,  endrin,  and  heptachlor  were  found  in  concentrations 
which  exceeded  applicable  EPA  criteria.  Heptachlor  was  detected  at  a 
seriously  high  level  at  one  station. 

43.  The  fresh  to  intermediate  bayous,  canals,  and  open-water  areas 
support  a  variety  of  recreationally  and  commercially  important  wildlife 
and  fishery  species.  The  brackish  water  bodies  provide  less  valuable 
habitat  for  migratory  waterfowl,  fur  bearers,  and  freshwater  fish. 
However,  these  estuarine  waters  provide  nursery  areas  for  many 
commercially  and  recreationally  important  estuarine  and  marine  fish  and 
shellfish. 

44.  Under  future  without  project  conditions,  open-water  bodies  in  the 
study  area  would  increase  significantly  due  to  land  subsidence,  erosion, 


38.  The  fresh/ intermediate  marshes  in  the  study  are  dominated  by 
bulltongue,  bullwhip,  Cyperus ,  wiregrass,  and  narrow-leaf  cattails. 
Sedges,  Walters's  millet,  cutgrass,  and  dwarf  spikerush  also  occur. 
Salinity  varies  from  0  to  6  parts  per  thousand  (ppt)  according  to 
Chabreck  (1972).  This  marsh  type  is  utilized  by  nutria,  wading  birds, 
migratory  ducks  and  geese,  numerous  fish,  and  alligators.  Various 
estuarine  fish  and  shellfish  use  the  intermediate  marsh  as  a  nursery 
area.  As  it  floods,  this  marsh  acts  as  a  storage  area  for  storm 
waters.  The  detritus  produced  in  the  marsh  is  a  vital  part  of  the  food 
base  of  the  aquatic  ecosystem.  This  marsh  provides  many  user-days  of 
hunting  and  fishing. 

39.  The  brackish  marsh  is  dominated  by  wiregrass,  oystergrass,  and 
saltgrass.  The  salinity  in  these  marshes  ranges  between  1  and  10  ppt 
(Chabreck,  1970).  This  marsh  type  is  utilized  by  muskrat,  moderate 
numbers  of  migratory  waterfowl,  wading  birds,  and  a  few  reptiles  and 
amphibians.  It  is  important  nursery  habitat  for  certain  estuarine  fish 
-notably  menhaden,  shrimp,  and  shellfish.  The  detritus  produced  by 
brackish  marsh  is  flushed  into  adjacent  water  bodies  where  it  provides 
an  important  food  source.  Brackish  marshes  support  less  hunting  and 
trapping  than  f resh/ Intermediate  marshes. 

AO.  Under  future  without  project  conditions,  the  natural  marshes  within 
the  study  area  would  severely  decrease  due  to  factors  such  as  land 
subsidence  and  saltwater  Intrusion.  Urban  and  agricultural  development 
also  would  occur  in  the  study  area,  but  at  a  slow  rate.  Over  the 
project  life,  there  would  be  an  average  annualized  298  acres  of  fresh  to 
intermediate  marsh  and  685  acres  of  brackish  marsh. 

Water  Bodies 

41.  The  study  area  contain  extensive  areas  of  water  bodies  which  range 
from  fresh  to  brackish.  Major  natural  waterways  include  Bayou 
Lafourche,  Bayou  Raphael  and  West  Fork  Bayou  L'Ours.  Man-made  canals 
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SIGNIFICANT  RESOURCES 


35.  This  section  describes  each  significant  resource  listed  in  Table  3. 
A  given  resource  is  designated  as  significant  because:  it  is  identified 
in  the  laws,  regulations,  guidelines,  or  other  institutional  standards 
of  national,  regional,  or  local  agencies;  it  is  specifically  identified 
as  a  concern  by  local  public  interests;  or  it  is  judged  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  be  of  sufficient  importance  to  be  so  designated  (Table  4). 
Social  resources  are  discussed  as  required  by  Section  122  of  the  River  & 
Harbor  Act. 

Marshes 


36.  Fresh/intermediate  and  brackish  marshes  exist  within  the  study  area 
(see  Plate  8).  Much  of  the  area  was  fresh/intermediate  marsh  prior  to 
channelization  and  levee  construction  along  the  Mississippi  River  and 
closure  of  Bayou  Lafourche.  These  actions  prevented  the  overflow  of 
sediment  rich  waters  into  the  surrounding  wetlands  and  have  contributed 
to  the  marsh  decline  as  have  other  man-induced  and  natural  conditions. 
Most  of  the  marsh  that  existed  within  the  GDM  alinement  prior  to 
construction  of  the  local  levee  was  drained  long  ago  and  converted  to 
drier  habitat  types.  The  few  exceptions  have  remained  fairly  natural 
marsh.  Fresh/intermediate  marsh  lies  just  outside  the  levee  and  extends 
south  to  within  2  miles  of  Yankee  Canal  on  the  east  and  nearly  to  Belle 
Amie  on  the  west.  Brackish  marsh  lies  southward,  but  extends  much 
farther  north  on  the  west  side  of  Bayou  Lafourche  because  of  saltwater 
intrusion  caused  by  canal  building  for  oil,  gas,  and  sulphur  extraction. 

37.  The  only  marsh  described  in  the  1974  Final  EIS  was  2,700  acres  of 
brackish  marsh  and  open  water  southeast  of  Golden  Meadow  and  "several 
small  areas  of  marsh  scattered  throughout  the  area."  In  actuality, 
there  were  1,093  acres  of  fresh/intermediate  marsh  and  845  acres  of 
brackish  marsh  in  the  study  area  in  addition  to  the  2,700  acres  origi¬ 
nally  discussed. 
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fresh/ intermediate  marsh,  845  acres  of  brackish  marsh,  1,638  acres  of 
open  water,  and  5,764  acres  of  agricultural/pastureland •  Of  the  5,764 
acres  of  agricultural/pastureland,  approximately  57  acres  consist  of  low 
private  levee,  which  based  on  its  value  to  wildlife  is  comparable  to 
pastureland  and  for  the  purpose  of  this  report  will  be  treated  as 
such.  Scrub-shrub,  agricultural  land,  residential/commercial,  existing 
low  levee,  forest  and  open-water  areas  that  lie  between  the  proposed 
modified  GDM  levee  and  Bayou  Lafourche  have  been  previously  addressed  in 
the  1974  Final  EIS  and  are  not  addressed  in  this  report.  The  important 
animal  species  which  inhabit  the  wetland  habitats  include  brown  and 
white  shrimp  and  blue  crabs;  freshwater  fish  such  as  largemouth  bass  and 
catfish;  estuarine  fish  such  as  menhaden  and  croakers;  American 
alligator;  waterfowl;  and  mammals  such  as  white-tailed  deer,  nutria,  and 
muskrat.  The  marshes  and  forest  in  the  study  area  provide  areas  for 
recreational  hunting  and  fishing.  Pointe  au  Chien  WMA  provides  high 
quality  waterfowl  hunting. 

33.  The  cultural  resources  within  the  study  area  include  prehistoric 
shell  and  earthen  middens.  Sites  characteristically  occur  on  the  crests 
of  natural  levees,  along  abandoned  or  active  stream  courses.  These 
natural  levee's  have  subsided  to  marsh  level  or  near  subsurface  level; 
in  many  cases,  sites  are  buried  under  recent  alluvium.  One  National 
Register-eligible  property,  a  historic  boat  named  the  M/V  Fox,  was 
recorded  in  the  study  area  near  the  Larose  floodgate. 

34.  The  economy  of  the  study  area  is  primarily  agricultural  and  water 
related.  The  areas  along  Bayous  Lafourche,  Manuel,  Hospital,  L'Ours, 
and  Raphael  (exclusive  of  developed  urban  areas)  are  considered  prime 
farmlands.  Areas  growing  sugarcane  and  crawfish  are  considered  to  be 
unique  farmlands.  Other  crops  include  corn  and  soybeans.  The 
waterborne  industries  include  fishing,  shrimping,  boat-building,  and 
barge  transportation  and  loading  facilities.  In  addition,  oil  storage 
is  an  important  industry  for  the  area. 
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76.  Under  future  without  project  conditions,  agr lcul tural/pasturelands 
In  the  study  area  would  Increase  as  forestlands  and  marshes  are  cleared, 
drained,  and  replaced  with  pasture,  row  crops,  and  sugarcane.  However, 
these  newly  cleared  lands  would  not  be  classified  as  prime  farmland. 
Sugarcane  areas  are  expected  to  be  converted  to  soybean  production. 

Community  Cohesion 

77.  The  study  area  is  subject  to  flooding  by  surges  which  accompany 
hurricanes  approaching  on  a  critical  path.  The  surges  move  over  the  low 
coastal  marshes  and  into  Inland  areas  creating  hazards  to  human  life  and 
causing  widespread  destruction  of  homes  and  business  establishments. 
Industrial  and  commercial  activities  are  interrupted,  crops  are 
destroyed,  residents  suffer  severe  hardships,  and  health  hazards  are 
created.  In  addition  to  the  actual  adverse  effects  of  tidal  flooding, 
the  existence  of  the  flood  hazard  acts  to  adversely  impact  on  the  peace 
of  mind  and  community  cohesion  of  area  residents. 

78.  Under  future  without  project  conditions,  study  area  residents  would 
continue  to  be  subjected  to  the  existing  flooding  hazard  and  the 
resultant  adverse  impacts  on  public  health  and  safety,  peace  of  mind, 
and  community  cohesion. 

Community  Growth 

79.  Within  the  study  area,  the  largest  concentration  of  inhabitants  is 
that  portion  of  Larose  that  would  be  affected  by  the  proposed  floodwall 
realinement.  The  population  in  this  area  is  small,  numbering  about  600. 

80.  Under  future  without  project  conditions,  the  study  area  is  not 
expected  to  grow,  as  the  portion  of  Larose  in  the  study  area  is  already 
virtually  developed  to  its  maximum  extent.  Other  locations  in  the  study 
area  are  not  projected  to  show  any  residential  or  commercial 
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development.  Clovelly  Far._  and  the  LL&E  area  are  expected  to  rema:  in 
their  current  agricultural  and  oil  production  uses. 


Business  &  Industrial  Activity  and  Regional  Growth 

81.  Economic  activity  in  the  study  area  Is  varied.  Extensive  oil  and 
gas  fields  exist  In  and  adjacent  to  the  area.  Commercial  fishing, 
agriculture,  and  Industries  such  as  shipyards  for  the  manufacture  and 
repair  of  shrimp  and  oyster  fishing  vessels  and  other  work  boats  are 
important . 

82.  The  future  without  project  conditions  of  the  general  business 
environment,  as  well  as  any  potential  industrial  growth  in  the  study 
area,  are  closely  linked  to  the  future  state  of  the  oil  and  gas  industry 
and  the  maintenance  of  the  commercial  fisheries  resource. 

Local  Governmental  Finance,  Tax  Revenues,  and  Property  Values 


83.  Local  governmental  finance  is  concerned  with  items  such  as  the  tax 
base,  property  values,  and  tax  revenues,  and  the  impact  of  these  items 
on  the  financial  condition  of  local  governmental  units.  Financial 
soundness,  of  course,  is  important  because  it  often  determines  the  level 

and  quality  of  many  necessary  public  services  provided  by  local 
governments . 

84.  Under  future  without  project  conditions,  there  would  be  no 
significant  changes  to  the  tax  base,  property  values  or  tax  revenues. 

Employment  and  Labor  Force 


85.  Employment  In  Lafourche  Parish  In  1980  was  concentrated  in  trade, 
services,  manufacturing,  government,  construction,  raining,  agriculture, 
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forestry,  and  fisheries.  This  concentration  was  similar  to  statewide 
data,  except  in  the  areas  of  mining  and  agriculture,  forestry,  and 
fisheries.  Lafourche  Parish  employment  In  these  areas  was  more  con¬ 
centrated  relative  to  comparable  statewide  data.  Approximately  11.6 
percent  of  the  parish  civilian  labor  force  was  employed  in  these 
industry  sectors  while  the  statewide  average  was  approximately  7.1 
percent . 

86.  !Jnder  future  without  project  conditions,  study  area  employment  is 
expected  to  remain  concentrated  in  mining,  agriculture,  and  fisheries. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


SIGNIFICANT  RESOURCES 

87.  This  section  discusses  the  Impacts  that  each  alternative  plan  would 
have  on  the  significant  resources  discussed  in  the  previous  section. 
Table  5  shows  the  acres  impacted  for  the  construction  alternatives  on 
each  habitat  type  in  the  study  area.  Table  6  shows  the  number  of  acres 
of  each  habitat  type  impacted  on  the  Clovelly  Farm  and  Louisiana  Land 
and  Exploration  Company  (LL&E)  property.  Each  farm  segment  is  addressed 
separately,  where  appropriate,  so  that  incremental  impacts  associated 
with  each  farm  segment  can  be  evaluated.  Table  7  shows  the  number  of 
acres  of  each  habitat  type  which  would  be  affected  by  construction  in 
each  work  segment  located  along  the  modified  GDM  alinement  excluding  the 
farm  segments  In  Table  6.  Data  In  these  Tables  represent  acres  that 
were  present  in  1975  when  construction  of  the  project  began. 

88.  Mitigation  Plan.  A  mitigation  plan  is  currently  being  formulated 
to  compensate  for  loss  incurred  as  a  result  of  project  construction. 

MARSHES 

89.  Plan  1  (RP-NED) .  Under  the  RP,  370  acres  of  fresh/intermediate 
marsh  and  291  acres  of  brackish  marsh  would  be  directly  lost  due  to 
levee  construction  and  borrow  rights-of-way  (see  Table  5). 

Approximately  723  acres  of  f resh/interraediate  marsh  and  554  acres  of 
brackish  marsh  would  be  converted  to  pasture  and  residential/commercial 
due  to  inclosure  of  these  habitats  by  the  levee  system.  The  majority  of 
the  fresh/intermediate  marsh  loss  (754  acres)  is  in  Section  E  South,  and 
over  half  of  the  brackish  marsh  loss  (538  acres)  is  in  Section  A  East 
(see  Table  6).  Fresh/interraediate  marsh  and  brackish  marsh  loss 
attributed  to  the  Clovelly  and  LL&E  farms  would  be  110  and  54  acres 
respectively  (Table  7).  By  2096,  there  would  be  no  f resh/intermediate 
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marsh  or  brackish  marsh  in  the  study  area.  Under  future  without  project 
conditions  there  would  be  21  acres  of  fresh/intermediate  marsh  and  353 
acres  of  brackish  marsh  remaining  in  the  study  area  (see  Table  8).  With 
this  plan,  there  woi  Id  be  a  net  annualized  loss  of  215  acres  of  fresh  to 
intermediate  marsh  and  607  acres  of  brackish  marsh. 

90.  During  levee  construction,  runoff  from  levee  material  placement 
would  cause  increased  turbidity  levels  in  adjacent  marshes.  Elevated 
turbidity  levels  wouj.d  lower  the  biological  productivity  of  affected 
marsh  habitats  by  reducing  light  penetration,  which,  in  turn,  would 
inhibit  photosynthesis  in  aquatic  vegetation  and  phytoplankton. 

Increased  turbidity  levels  would  have  a  beneficial  effect  on  adjacent 
marsh  habitat  by  providing  needed  sediment  and  nutrients  as  suspended 
sediments  precipitate  out  in  the  marshes. 

91.  Another  major  impact  would  be  the  disruption  of  existing  hydrologic 
flow  patterns  between  the  study  area  and  adjacent  marshes  and  estuarine 
open-water  areas.  This  could  result  in  subtle  alterations  in  the 
makeup,  function,  and  productivity  of  the  plant  and  animal  communities 
in  these  adjacent  areas. 

02.  Loss  of  marsh  due  to  construction  and  induced  drainage  would  act 
cumulatively  with  other  ongoing  causes  of  marsh  loss  to  further  reduce 
the  marsh  acreage  in  the  study  area  needed  to  support  marsh-dwelling 
species  of  fish  and  wildlife.  It  would  also  reduce  the  biological 
productivity  in  adjacent  marsh  and  open-water  areas  since  detrital 
material  produced  within  the  study  area  forms  an  important  component  in 
the  food  web  of  these  areas.  Production  of  commercially  important 
finfish  and  shellfish  species  accordingly  would  be  expected  to  decrease 
as  marsh  acreage  decreases. 

93.  Plan  2 .  This  plan,  modified  GDM  plus  Clovelly  Farms,  would  impact 
370  acres  of  f resh/interraediate  marsh  and  237  acres  of  brackish  marsh 
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CONDITIONS  IN  THE  STUDY  AREA  (ACRES) 


E IS- 52 
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due  to  levee  and  borrow  rtghts-of-way  (ROW) .  Of  these  marsh  losses  59 
acres  of  f resh/lntermedlate  marsh  Is  attributable  to  inclusion  of 

> 

Clovelly  Farms.  Approximately  723  acres  of  fresh/intermediate  marsh  and 
554  acres  of  brackish  marsh  would  be  converted  to  pasture  and 
resident lal/coramercial  due  to  lnclosure  by  the  levee  system. 

Approximately  51  acres  of  this  inclosed  marsh  is  attributable  to 
Clovelly  Farms.  Other  direct  and  indirect  impacts  associated  with  this 
plan  would  be  comparable  to  those  described  in  Plan  1.  By  2096,  there 
would  be  a  net  decrease  of  21  acres  of  fresh/intermediate  marsh  and  343 
acres  of  brackish  marsh  in  the  study  area  compared  to  future  without 
project  conditions.  With  this  plan,  there  would  be  a  net  annualized 
loss  of  about  215  acres  of  fresh  to  intermediate  marsh  and  583  acres  of 
brackish  marsh. 

I 

94.  Plan  3 .  This  plan,  modified  GDM  alineraent  plus  LL&E,  would  impact 
311  acres  of  fresh/intermediate  marsh  and  291  acres  of  brackish  marsh 
due  to  levee  and  borrow  ROW.  Of  these  marsh  losses,  54  acres  of 
brackish  marsh  is  attributable  to  ROW  for  LL&E.  Approximately  672  acres 
of  fresh/ intermediate  marsh  and  554  acres  of  brackish  marsh  would  be 
converted  to  pasture  and  residential/comraerical  due  to  inclosure  of 
these  habitats  by  the  levee  system.  No  marsh  acreage  lost  due  to 
inclosure  is  attributable  to  inclusion  of  LL&E.  Other  direct  and 
indirect  impacts  associated  with  this  plan  would  be  similar  to  those 
described  in  Plan  1.  By  2096,  there  would  be  a  net  decrease  of  19  acres 
of  f resh/interraediate  marsh  and  342  acres  of  brackish  marsh  in  the  study 
area  compared  to  future  without  project  conditions.  With  this  plan, 
there  would  be  a  net  annualized  loss  of  about  192  acres  of  fresh  to 
intermediate  marsh  and  592  acres  of  brackish  marsh. 

95.  Plan  4 .  This  plan,  modified  GDM,  would  impact  311  acres  of 

f resh/lntermedlate  marsh  and  237  acres  of  brackish  marsh  by  levee  and 
borrow  ROW.  Nearly  672  acres  of  f resh/interraediate  marsh  and  554  acres 
of  brackish  marsh  would  be  lost  as  they  become  converted  to  pasture  and 
resldentlal/coramercial  due  to  inclosure  of  these  habitats  by  the  levee 
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system.  Other  direct  and  Indirect  impacts  associated  with  this  plan 
would  be  similar  to  those  described  in  Plan  1.  By  2096,  there  would  be 
a  net  decrease  of  19  acres  of  fresh/ intermediate  marsh  and  323  acres  of 
brackish  marsh  in  the  study  area  compared  to  future  without  project 
conditions.  With  this  plan,  there  would  be  a  net  annualized  loss  of 
about  196  acres  of  fresh  to  intermediate  marsh  and  553  acres  of  brackish 
marsh . 

96.  Plan  5  (LED) .  With  Plan  5,  275  acres  of  f resh/intermediate  marsh 
and  291  acres  of  brackish  marsh  would  be  lost  due  to  conversion  to  levee 
and  borrow  ROW.  Inclusion  of  Clovelly  and  LL&E  accounts  for  the  loss  of 
59  acres  of  f resh/intermediate  marsh  and  5A  acres  of  brackish  marsh  lost 
due  to  ROW.  Due  to  this  plan's  realinement  of  the  levee  in  Section  E 
South,  approximately  586  acres  of  marsh  would  be  excluded  from 
inclosure.  Other  direct  and  indirect  impacts  associated  with  this  plan 
would  be  similar  to  those  described  in  Plan  1.  By  2096,  there  would  be 
a  net  decrease  of  8  acres  of  fresh/ intermediate  marsh  and  285  acres  of 
brackish  marsh  in  the  study  area  compared  to  without  project  conditions. 
With  this  plan,  there  would  be  a  net  annualized  loss  of  about  88  acres 
of  fresh  to  intermediate  marsh  and  516  acres  of  brackish  marsh. 

WATER  BODIES 

97.  Plan  I  (RP) .  Under  the  RP,  230  acres  of  open  water  would  be  lost 
due  to  levee  construction  and  284  acres  would  be  converted  to  borrow  ROW 
(see  Table  5).  Of  these  totals,  Inclusion  of  Clovelly  and  LL&E  farms 
accounts  for  40  and  170  acres  respectively  of  open  water  lost  or 
modified  due  to  construction  activities.  The  remaining  1,124  acres,  of 
which  inclusion  of  the  two  farms  accounts  for  2  acres,  would  be  lost  by 
1991  due  to  inclosure  by  the  levee  system  and  subsequent  drainage  by 
local  Interests.  By  2096,  there  would  be  a  net  loss  of  2,542  acres  of 
open  water  in  the  study  area  compared  to  the  without  project  conditions. 
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98.  Another  impact  of  levee  construction  would  be  the  blockage  of 
several  major  waterways  off  Bayou  Lafourche  —  specifically,  Breton 
Canal,  Yankee  Canal,  and  Scully  Canal.  This  blockage  would  occur  at  the 
levee  alineraent,  and  thereby  leave  a  portion  of  each  waterway  (1-2 
miles)  within  the  levee  alineraent  navigable  between  Bayou  Lafourche  and 
the  levee  alineraent.  The  blockage  would  cease  water  exchange  between 
Bayou  Lafourche  and  the  outlying  marshes  and  water  bodies.  This  would 
cause  a  reduction  in  the  volume  of  freshwater  and  associated  sediments 
and  nutrients  to  outlying  marshes.  A  no-flow  situation  would  exist  in 
these  three  canals  within  the  protection  levee.  Stagnation  of  these 
canals  is  likely  to  occur,  although  surface  run-off  due  to  storm  events, 
boat  traffic,  and  daily  tides  would  minimize  this  impact.  Blockage  of 
these  canals  would  benefically  block  pathways  available  for  floodwaters 
to  enter  the  area. 

99.  The  major  water  quality  impacts  associated  with  this  plan  would 
come  from  the  dredging  and  placement  of  fill  material.  As  a  result  of 
placement  of  dredged  material  along  the  levee  rights-of-way,  turbidity 
In  the  immediate  project  vicinity  would  increase  significantly  above 
ambient  conditions  during  construction.  Most  significant  turbidity 
Increases  would  be  expected  to  occur  in  the  borrow  canals  adjacent  to 
the  levee  and  at  the  major  waterways  crossed  by  the  proposed  levee.  As 
the  majority  of  the  borrow  canals  would  be  located  inside  the  protection 
levee,  and  would  be  blocked  during  construction  with  earthen  plugs,  the 
transport  of  suspended  sediments  to  surrounding  waterways  would  be 

1 irai ted . 

100.  At  borrow  pits  located  outside  the  levee  (Clovelly  and  LL&E  Farm 
alineraents)  and  at  the  major  waterway  crossings,  elevated  turbidity 
levels  could  be  expected  to  cause  temporary  water  quality  impacts  on  the 
aquatic  environment  through  reduced  light  penetration  and  the  resulting 
decrease  in  photosynthetic  capabilities,  and  reductions  in  dissolved 
oxygen  concentrations.  As  the  subject  water  environments  are  relatively 
quiescent,  turbidity  impacts  would  be  expected  to  be  spatially  limited 


EIS-55 


and  only  affect  aquatic  environments  directly  associated  with 
construction  activities. 

101.  The  most  important  secondary  effects  of  the  subject  actions  are 
the  habitat  modifications  of  areas  used  for  borrow  material.  The 
blockage  of  hydraulic  connections  of  borrow  pits  to  floodside  water 
bodies  would  reduce  circulation,  particularly  within  the  landside  pits, 
which,  in  turn,  would  tend  to  promote  tendencies  for  thermal 
stratification  and  occasional  oxygen  deficiencies  at  lower  depths. 

These  undesirable  effects  would  be  offset  somewhat  by  colonization  of 
the  expanded  and  newly  created  borrow  areas  by  wetland  plants  and 
aquatic  organisms. 

102.  The  placement  of  dredged  materials  in  the  existing  waterways 
traversing  the  study  area  (especially  those  hydrologically  linked  to 
Bayou  Lafourche  and  the  open-water  bodies  to  the  west  of  the  project) 
would  alter  hydraulic  flow  patterns  and  free  exchange  of  waters  and 
nutrients  throughout  the  Immediate  area. 

103.  Results  of  elutriate  analysis  on  the  proposed  dredged  sediments 
revealed  a  significant  potential  for  various  toxic  metals  and  nutrients 
to  become  chemically  active  during  the  dredging  and  disposal 
activities.  Based  on  the  elutriate  analysis,  the  affected  waterways 
would  be  expected  to  experience  chronic  and  acute  water  quality 
impacts.  However,  standard  elutriate  tests  are  not  directly  applicable 
to  actual  water  quality  impact  potentials  for  the  Larose  to  Golden 
Meadow  Project.  The  standard  elutriate  test  is  designed  to  simulate  the 
water  quality  impacts  resulting  from  the  open-water  disposal  of  dredged 
materials  from  a  hydraulic  type  dredge  (worst  case  analysis).  The 
proposed  method  of  dredging  and  fill  placement  in  the  subject  project  is 
bucket-type  dredging  (dragline)  which  would  result  in  very  little  actual 
slurry  mixing  during  the  dredging  process.  In  addition,  the  majority  of 
actual  dredged  sediments  would  consist  of  undisturbed  materials  with 
less  probability  of  contamination.  These  factors  would  tend  to  lessen 
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the  likelihood  of  resuspending  undesirable  contaminants.  However,  it  is 
probable  that  EPA  chronic  criteria  for  various  toxic  metals  would  be 
exceeded  at  areas  in  the  waterway  directly  affected  by  the  dredging. 
Based  on  EPA  chronic  and  acute  criteria  for  freshwater  and  marine  life, 
there  would  be  perhaps  a  50%  probability  of  adverse  impacts  to  aquatic 
organisms.  However,  any  such  impacts  would  be  expected  to  be  localized 
and  affect  only  water  bodies  within  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the 
construction  activities. 

104.  Plan  2.  This  plan  would  impact  222  acres  of  open  water  by 
conversion  to  levee,  and  187  acres  would  be  deepened  to  become  borrow 
ROW.  Of  these  totals,  inclusion  of  Clovelly  farms  would  account  for 
loss  of  32  and  73  acres  respectively  to  levee  and  borrow.  The  remaining 
1,124  acres,  of  which  2  acres  is  attributable  to  Clovelly,  would  be  lost 
due  to  inclosure  and  drainage  of  water  bodies  within  the  levee  system, 
flther  construction  related  direct  and  indirect  impacts  associated  with 
this  plan  would  he  similar  to  those  described  in  Plan  1.  By  2096,  there 
would  be  a  net  decrease  of  2,598  acres  of  water  bodies  compared  to 
without  project  conditions. 

105.  Water  quality  impacts  would  be  slightly  less  than  those  described 
in  Plan  1  since  LL&E  property  would  not  be  leveed. 

106.  Plan  3 .  This  plan  would  impact  198  acres  of  open  water  which 
would  be  lost  due  to  levee  construction  and  211  which  would  be  deepened 
for  borrow  ROW.  Of  these  totals,  8  acres  and  97  acres  respectively,  are 
attributable  to  Inclusion  of  LL&E.  Approximately  1,122  acres  of  water 
bodies  would  be  lost  due  to  their  inclosure  and  subsequent  drainage 
within  the  levee  system.  None  of  the  acreage  inclosed  by  the  levee 
system  is  attributable  to  inclusion  of  LL&E.  Other  impacts  associated 
with  this  plan  would  be  similar  to  those  described  in  Plan  1.  By  2096, 
there  would  be  a  net  decrease  of  2,463  acres  of  open  water  in  the  study 
area  compared  to  without  project  conditions. 
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quality  in  Lafourche  Parish  is  better  than  the  national  standards  for 
all  parameters  except  ozone,  it  is  doubtful  that  air  quality  impacts 
associated  with  this  plan  would  result  in  air  quality  standard 
violations . 

160.  Plan  2 .  Impacts  would  be  comparable  to  Plan  1. 

161.  Plan  3.  Impacts  would  be  comparable  to  Plan  1. 

162.  Plan  4 .  Impacts  would  be  comparable  to  Plan  1. 

163.  Plan  6.  Impacts  would  be  comparable  to  Plan  1. 

NOISE 

164.  Plan  1  (RP)  .  Noise  Impacts  associated  with  the  RP  would  be 
minor.  The  levee  allneraent,  except  where  the  levee  meets  the  floodwalls 
near  the  towns  of  Larose  and  Golden  Meadow,  would  occur  in  Isolated 
marsh  areas.  Levee  and  floodwall  construction  near  populated  areas 
temporarily  would  increase  local  noise  levels,  and  residents  in  close 
proximity  to  construction  sites  could  consider  noise  levels  as 
unacceptable  during  working  hours.  However,  ambient  noise  levels  would 
return  to  normal  upon  completion  of  the  project. 

165.  Plan  2 .  Same  as  Plan  1. 

166.  Plan  3.  Same  as  Plan  1. 

167 .  Plan  4 .  Same  as  Plan  1. 

168.  Plan  5.  Same  as  Plan  1. 
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56.  Plan  3_.  With  thi  -  pi  ’n,  annual  hunt  t  up,  man-days  would  be  reduced 

1  the  year  2096  from  - .  4  '  9  tr.  469,  valued  at  $1,997.  When  compared 
Ith  the  future  wi  l v.  rr.-je.-:  ,  t  h '  s  ..  i  ;r. ,  by  the  year  2096,  would 
jfleet  an  increase  :>  ■  i  .  •  it:  -t  1  nan- days  but  would  Incur  an  annual 

tss  of  >1,581  as  i  .>•  '■  c  impact--  s  i  n  1  la  r  to  those  discussed  under 
lan  1 . 

57.  P lan  4 .  With  ih •  ,  ninr,  •nnnal  hunting  man-days  would  be  reduced 

/  the  year  2096  Froir  1  !  ■  t  ■  •  >02  valued  at  $2,217.  When  compared  with 
le  future  without  pro  i.n  this  plan,  by  the  year  2096,  would  reflect 
i  increase  ol  42  annua!  m  >  .  *du>  s  but  would  Incur  an  annual  loss  of 
1,365  as  a  result  of  ?mr<.c t s  iar  to  those  discussed  under  Plan  1. 

>8.  Plan  5.*  W I  t  h  thl:  »la  \ ,  .mnual  hunting  man-days  would  be  reduced 
/  t  ie  year  2096  f  rom  , 4 '  <  >  In! ,  valued  at  $1,902.  When  compared 

ith  the  future  wt  f  hum  • •  t  ,  this  plan,  by  the  year  2096,  would 
■i  1  ct  a  decrease  o'  <9  .  ,  ;  •.  vi-days  v  lined  at.  41,680,  Although 

us  plan  Is  the  le«  «».,  v !  r  nt  ally  damaging  In  terms  of  overall 

thl  tat  acres  that  1  l  *  i  *:.>ac..ed  by  the  project,  recreational  man¬ 
ly  losses  wo. i  Ld  b»-  ».*.»•  hr  r  :s,»  of  the  reduced  acres  of  pasture  Land 

lit  would  be  c  tea  ted  .•r.d?'-  t  -i-  1 1  teniae  Ive .  It  Is  this  habitat  type 
lic'n  provides  the  1  ■  amount  of  recreational  potential  for  small 

ime  hunting  when  levvV  -sul  mds  are  converted  to  pas turelands . 
ther  impacts  of  tills  ol  an  >c>  -'Mar  to  those  of  Plan  1. 

[R  QUALITY 

59.  Plan  1  (!<?'.  >  net  Ion  I  in  pad  v.  •  ’  d  Include  the  introduction 

f  particulate  matter  eg.' five  dust)  to  the  air  from  excavation  and 
lacement  of  fill  material  as  well  as  gaseous  ar-i  particulate  matter 
rom  vehicles  and  construction  equipment.  Gaseous  substances  would 
iclude  carbon  monoxide  n f ; rous  and  sulfurous  oxides,  and  photochemical 
cldants.  Air  quality  in  Lite  study  area  would  decline  slightly  due  to 
roject  induced,  commercial  and  agricultural  development. 


air 


153 .  Plan  b  .  inis  plan  would  have  the  same  potential  Impacts  as 
Plan  l  . 

RECRKA I  i '  ‘  N 

114.  Plaji  1  ,  •< :  .  ■.  i:e  '■'.!>  in  oil  ‘mating  man-days  of  supply  would 

be  reduced  "  1  '•••:!.  2 ,4  i9  to  466,  valued  at  $1  ,922.  This 

value  re! lee  'is.:  !  u.  s  of  $21,669  by  Lite  end  of  project  life 

compare!  to  t  ■  .  I  .  t  {on  (see  Appendix  A,  Natural  Resource 

Appendix,  Sect  *  1  >  ,  Re:  real: Iona  1  Resources  Table  A. 7. 2  for  a  summary 

of  the  recreat.  >n  . :  .nan  -d  "  analysis  for  all  plan  alternatives). 

However,  when  c  '  ...  >  nv  1  w'tti  the  future  wi  t.hout  project,  this  plan  would 
reflect  an  eve  i  .  !  !  .  '<"ii  pain  of  6  recreational  man-days  hut  a  monetary 
annual  loss  i  by  the  year  2096.  This  is  attributable  to 

subs  tan  r  la  I  1  in  •  • .  rah  and  torest  habitat  which  would  reduce 

waterfowl  and  -  ,  .  hunt  ing  potential  ot  a  more  specialized  and 

higher  rated  roc ;  i  ‘  ;  ••  i  i  t  -da  ■:  v-tlue,  as  opposed  to  small  game 

hunt  ing.  Iran !  •  ••cut  >  Iosif.;  art-  not  as  great,  because  the 

conversion  uf  ’  v,  ir :  •  ■  d  nut  Cios  to  sul/stantial  acres  of  pasture 
would  provide  -  -  ii  i ,  .i  <>i  sm  .  •  l  tame  species  and  sustain  this 

activity.  Remai  i  .  wo.,  1 ’  mdu  that  would  become  enclosed  by  the  project 
would  h  ive  hm  i ug  p  .teutt  ii  reduced  by  as  nuch  as  two  thirds.  The 
blockage  of  thr  ’  :or  canals  would  deny  access  to  outlying  marsh  areas 
by  hunt  -rs  an:  i  ,;,.w,,Ver<  the  boat  launching  facilities 

(ramps)  to  he  v.mkee  fain !  ,  Bully  Tamp  Canal,  and  as  yet 

one  unknown  •  •  .  !.!■■■  .  -■<  do  l  den  Meadow  would  restore 

hunting  rid  1  1  .»’> !  ug  .  cess. 

]  AS.  Plan  ;  .  .  •  ■  a  i  .  plan,  nun..  :  .  ...  •.  Ing  man-days  would  be  reduced 
hv  the  rear  do  i  1  r  .  .n  :,tJ9  to  492  rn.a  u s  ;,tr  year,  valued  at  $2,081 
annual!/.  "'>s  ,•  >  i-  a:  -*d  wl  t  u  the  f  •itur-  a  ...  o  project,  this  plan 

would  ret  !*•  i  t  g.  .  m'Hu  1  ...  a  d  i  /  ■  ov  •  i !  but:  would  Incur  an 

.annua  1  loss  ;  f  I  ,  c;  t  e,.ul  t  !  nj;  f  r.*.a  •  he  i  em  •  I  u  i  ng  nan-da vs  of  small 

game  huntin’.  *va  '■  I  able  on  1  ev.-e  -  eu  ,  os.-d  pasture  Lmu  s  •  Other  Impacts  of 

this  pi  m  -.in  •.  I'.id’.'i  ar.‘  d."  '  ,  ,  •  o  f  P 1  an  1  . 


145.  Plan  3.  Same  as  Plan  1. 


146.  Plan  4.  Same  as  Plan  2. 

147.  Plan  5.  Same  ns  Plan  1. 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

148.  Cultural  resource  Investigations  are  continuing  on  this  project 
(see  Appendix  A,  Section  A.b,  Table  A. 6.1).  Site-specific  project 
impacts  will  be  determined,  and,  If  necessary,  determinations  of 
National  Register  eligibility  will  be  requested.  Potential  project 
Impacts  and  known  cultural  resources  are  discussed  below. 

149.  Plan  1  ( RP) .  One  National  Register-eligible  property,  the  M/V 
Fox,  will  be  adversely  affected  by  this  plan.  The  M/V  Fox  is  an 
historic  passenger  boat:  located  in  the  impact  area  of  the  Larose 
Floodgate.  A  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  stipulating  mitigation 
measures  for  this  impact  tod  defining  compliance  procedures  for  the 
remaining  portions  oi  the  project  has  been  completed.  A  copy  of  the  MOA 
Is  included  In  Appendix  A,  Section  A.b.  No  other  significant  cultural 
resources  are  presently  known  to  be  Impacted  by  this  plan. 

Archeological  sites  16!. Fl.  16LF57,  16LF58,  I6LF59,  16LF60,  16LF61, 
16LF62,  16LF63,  16LF88  are  located  near  construction  areas  and  will  be 
protected  during  construction. 
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NATIONAL  AUDUBON  BLUE  LIST  SPECIES 

138.  Plan  I  (RP).  Blue  List  species  could  be  impacted  due  to  the 
habitat  loss  from  levee  and  borrow  construction  and  induced  drainage  of 
Inclosed  wetlands.  Marsh  loss  could  adversely  impact  the  bitterns,  king 
rail,  and  Long-billed  curlew.  The  forest  loss  could  impact  the  hairy 
woodpecker,  and  eastern  bluebird.  Loss  of  any  of  these  habitats  could 
impact  predators  such  as  the  owls  and  hawks,  and  scavengers  such  as 
black  vultures.  On  the  other  hand,  the  resultant  pastureland  from  the 
induced  wetland  drainage  could  benefit  such  species  as  eastern 
meadowlark,  loggerhead  shrike,  grasshopper  sparrow,  and  dickcissel. 

139.  P Lan  2_.  Similar  to  PLan  1. 

140.  Plan  3.  Similar  to  Plan  1. 

14L.  Plan  4_.  Similar  to  Plan  1. 

142.  PLan  5_.  Since  the  amount  of  marsh  loss  associated  with  this  plan 

would  be  less,  impacts  to  Blue  List  species  would  be  minimized. 

WATERBlRD  NEST  INC  COLONIES 

143.  Plan  1  (RP)  .  The  waterbird  nesting  colony  at  the  southeast  edge 
of  LL&E  property  could  be  ad”ersely  impacted  by  the  levee 

construct  Ion .  Birds  could  be  frightened  by  the  close  proximity  of  men 
and  equipment.  However,  floodside  borrow  would  alleviate  some  of  the 
problem.  Work  on  this  reach  should  he  restricted  to  August  through 
February  when  there  would  be  no  young  in  the  nests,  so  impacts  would  be 
minimized . 

144.  Plan  2.  Tills  alternative  would  have  no  impact  upon  the  nesting 
colony,  due  to  the  exclusion  of  LL&E  property  from  this  levee  alineraent. 
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both  LL&E  and  Cloveliy  Farms  from  the  levee  alinement.  This  exclusion 
accounts  for  the  remaining  potential  fishery  harvest  (22,976  lbs.)  by 
the  year  2096.  Under  this  plan,  329  acres  of  natural  habitat  would  be 
converted  to  deep-water  aquatic  habitat.  This  aquatic  habitat,  although 
of  Lower  habitat  quality,  would  provide  some  useable  aquatic  habitat. 

All  other  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  described  in  Plan  1. 

132.  Plan  6 .  A  net  loss  of  2,031  acres  of  potential  fishery  habitat 
would  occur  by  2096  compared  to  without  project  conditions.  By  2096, 
annual  fishery  production  contributed  by  the  study  area  would  be  58,158 
pounds  and  valued  at  $14,539  dollars.  This  plan  excludes  approximately 
681  acres  of  t resh/ interned  late  marsh  from  the  levee  alinement  due  to  a 
levee  realinement  In  Section  E  South.  This  exclusion  accounts  for  the 
remaining  potential  fishery  harvest  (58,158  lbs)  by  the  year  2096. 

Under  this  plan,  a  total  of  621  acres  of  natural  habitat  would  be 
converted  to  deep-water  borrow  habitat.  All  other  impacts  would  be 
similar  to  those  described  in  Plan  1. 

ENDANGERED  AND  THREATENED  SPECIES 

133.  Plan  1  (RP)  .  Construction  activities  associated  with  this  plan 
would  not  directly  impact  any  endangered  or  threatened  species  nor  their 
critical  habitat  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  A. 2). 

134.  Plan  2.  Same  as  Plan  1. 

135.  Plan  3 .  Same  as  Plan  1. 

136.  Plan  4.  Same  as  Plan  1. 

137.  Plan  5.  Same  as  Plan  1. 
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larval  fish,  post  larval  and  juvenile  shrimp,  and  other  young  aquatic 
organisms  could  be  adverse.  This  would  be  because  young  organisms  are 
not  very  mobile,  and  sudden  turbidity  increases  could  clog  respiratory 
and  feeding  structures  causing  the  organism  to  become  stressed  and 
possibly  die,  if  adverse  conditions  persist  long  enough. 

129.  Plan  2.  A  net  loss  of  3,080  acres  of  potential  fishery  habitat 
would  occur  due  to  levee  and  borrow  ROW  with  this  plan  by  2096. 

Potential  net  annual  fishery  production  (year  2096)  contributed  by  the 
study  area  would  be  7,180  pounds  and  valued  at  $1,795  dollars.  This 
plan  excludes  LL&E  from  the  levee  alinement.  This  exclusion  accounts 
for  the  potential  fishery  harvest  (7,180  lbs.)  in  the  year  2096  (see 
Table  A. 3. 2).  Under  this  plan,  a  total  of  454  acres  of  deep-water 
habitat  would  be  created.  This  deep-water  habitat,  although 
considerably  less  productive  than  the  marshes  it  replaced,  would  provide 
some  useable  aquatic  habitat.  All  other  impacts  would  be  comparable  to 
those  described  in  Plan  1. 

130.  Plan  3  .  A  net.  loss  of  2,967  acres  of  potential  fishery  habitat 
would  be  lost  due  to  construction  or  modified  with  this  plan,  compared 
to  without  project  conditions.  By  the  year  2096,  annual  fishery 
production  in  the  study  area  would  be  reduced  to  9,347  pounds  valued  at 
$2,333  dollars.  This  plan  excludes  Clovelly  Farms  from  the  levee 
alinement.  This  exclusion  accounts  for  the  remaining  potential  fishery 
harvest  (9,347  lbs)  in  the  year  2096.  Under  this  plan,  a  total  of  535 
acres  of  natural  habitat  would  be  converted  to  deep  water  borrow  pit 
habitat.  All  other  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  described  in 
Plan  1 . 

131.  Plan  4 .  Implementation  of  this  pi  n  would  result  in  the  net  loss 
and/or  modification  of  approximately  2,989  acres  of  potential  fishery 
habitat  by  2096,  compared  to  without  project  conditions.  By  the  year 
2096,  annual  fishery  production  contributed  by  the  study  area  would  be 
reduced  to  22,976  pounds  valued  at  $5,744  dollars.  This  plan  excludes 
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127.  The  Impacts  during  construction  Include  burial  of  benthic 
organisms  and  slow-moving  fish  species  in  the  marsh  and  open-water  areas 
of  the  levee  ROW.  Benthic  organisms  would  also  be  destroyed  in  the 
borrow  ROW,  but  a  new  benthic  community  would  establish  in  the  bottom 
sediment  of  the  borrow  canals.  Most  fish  species  would  escape  burial 
where  the  levee  material  is  placed  in  water  bodies  which  have  escape 
routes,  such  as  the  canals.  Impacts  after  construction  include  blocking 
access  to  the  outlying  marshes  for  the  fish  inside  the  levee  system. 
Crowding,  competition  for  food,  and  eventual  death  would  occur  among  the 
fish  trapped  inside  isolated  marsh  areas  within  the  levee  system  as 
these  areas  are  drained.  Burial  of  benthic  organisms  would  be  a  loss  of 
food  items  for  those  fish-species  which  feed  upon  them.  Loss  of  marsh 
and  forest  habitat  would  decrease  the  amount  of  detritus  and  nutients 
that  these  areas  could  contribute  to  the  local  coastal  estuarine  system 
compared  to  what  would  be  contributed  without  the  levee  system. 

128.  Levee  raising  activities  would  result  in  a  temporary  increase  in 
turbidity  levels  of  adjacent  marsh  and  open-water  habitat.  This 
increase  in  turbidity  would  have  several  negative  impacts.  First,  by 
reducing  light  penetration,  it  would  inhibit  photosynthesis  in  aquatic 
vegetation  and  phytoplankton,  thereby  reducing  primary  productivity. 
Secondly,  laboratory  studies  by  Lackey  et  al.  (1959)  have  demonstrated 
that  certain  types  of  sediments,  specifically  clay,  sand,  and  mud,  are 
capable  of  removing  up  to  99  percent  of  planktonic  algae  in  a  relatively 
short  period  of  time  (20  minutes).  Plankton  apparently  adhere  to  the 
suspended  sediments  and  are  precipitated  to  the  bottom.  Also,  these 
sediments  absorb  certain  critical  nutrients  (especially  phosphorous) 
which  photosynthetic  organisms  need  to  survive.  Finally,  the 
abrasiveness  of  the  suspended  sediments  can  physically  destroy  phyto¬ 
plankton.  These  Impacts  would  be  short  term  and  primary  productivity 
levels  should  return  to  normal  when  construction  activities  cease. 
Turbidity  impacts  to  local  junvenile  and  adult  fish  communities  in  the 
adjacent  affected  areas  would  be  negligible  due  to  their  ability  to 
vacate  the  area  until  more  favorable  conditions  exist.  Impacts  to 
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FISHERIES 


125.  Plan  1  (RP) .  Under  this  plan,  a  net  loss  of  3,059  acres  of 
potential  fishery  habitat  (marsh,  open  water,  and  flooded  forest)  would 
occur  by  2096.  This  loss  of  aquatic  habitat  would  result  in  a 
significant  decrease  in  the  fishery  production  attributed  to  the  study 
area.  Estimated  fishery  production  over  the  life  of  the  project  is 
presented  in  Table  A. 3. 2  (refer  to  Appendix  A,  Section  A. 3,  for  fishery 
methodology).  These  estimates  included  fishery  production  associated 
with  the  marsh  found  in  the  study  area,  since  most  commercially  and 
recreatlonally  important  estuarine  fish  species  are  dependent  on  these 
marshes  at  some  stage  in  the  life  cycle.  For  without  project  conditions 
in  2096,  it  is  estimated  that  fishery  production  attributed  to  the  study 
area  would  be  268,532  pounds  and  valued  at  $67,133  dollars.  With 
implementation  of  tills  plan,  the  predicted  fishery  harvest  in  2096 
attributed  to  the  study  area  which  includes  both  farms  would  be  zero. 

126.  A  total  of  660  acres  would  be  converted  to  deep-water  borrow 
habitat.  Chambers  (1980)  compared  the  number  of  fish  and  fish  species 
which  occurred  in  marsh  bayous  and  lakes  with  depths  greater  than  2.5 
meters  to  those  shallow-marsh  bayous  and  ponds  with  depths  between  0.5 
and  2.8  meters.  He  found  that  the  small,  shallow-water  bodies  had 
greater  catches  of  both  estuarine  and  freshwater  species  and  greater 
number  of  species  than  the  adjacent  deeper-water  bodies.  Thus,  should 
the  borrow  canals  remain  after  levee  construction,  they  would  not 
provide  habitat  for  those  fish  species  which  prefer  the  existing  shallow 
marsh-wacer  bodies.  They  would,  however,  provide  habitat  for  different 
species.  Protected  side  borrow  canals  would  be  inaccessible  to 
estuarine  fish  species,  but  would  provide  habitat  for  some  freshwater 
species.  Floodslde  borrow  canals  would  attract  those  estuarine  species 
which  prefer  deep  (-30  feet)  water. 
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Rodents,  rabbits,  and  birds  would  use  this  habitat  for  resting,  escape 
cover,  and  food.  Other  wildlife  species  would  use  the  levee  for  resting 

and  escape  from  floodwaters.  The  borrow  areas  probably  would  be 

frequented  by  alligators.  Waterfowl  would  rest  here,  especially  when 
water  is  low  in  the  adjacent  marshes. 

121.  Plan  2.  By  2096,  there  would  be  a  net  loss  of  482  acres  of  marsh 

and  forest  and  2,598  acres  of  open  water  and  a  net  gain  of  2,700  acres 

of  levee/pasture  in  the  study  area  compared  to  without  project 
conditions.  Other  project  related  impacts  associated  with  this  plan 
would  be  similar  to  those  described  in  Plan  1;  however,  slightly  less 
wildlife  habitat  would  be  directly  impacted,  since  this  plan  does  not 
include  LL&F.  within  the  levee  alinement. 

122.  Plan  3 .  A  net  of  504  acres  of  marsh  and  forest  and  2,463  acres  of 
open  water  would  be  lost  by  2096,  compared  to  future  without  project 
conditions  and  a  net  gain  of  2,613  acres  of  levee/pasture  would  occur. 
Other  project  related  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  described  in 
Plan  1;  however,  slightly  less  wildlife  habitat  would  be  impacted  since 
this  plan  does  not  include  Clovelly  Farms  within  the  levee  alinement. 

123.  Plan  4 .  A  net  loss  of  460  acres  of  marsh  and  forest  and  2,529 
acres  of  open  water  would  occur  by  2096,  and  there  would  be  a  net  gain 
of  2,616  acres  of  levee/pasture.  Other  direct  and  indirect  impacts 
associated  with  this  plan  would  be  comparable  to  those  described  in  Plan 
1;  however,  less  wildlife  habitat  would  be  impacted,  since  this  plan 
does  not  include  either  farm  within  the  levee  alinement. 

124.  Plan  5 ■  A  net  loss  of  394  acres  of  marsh  and  forest  and  1,637 
acres  of  open  water  and  a  net  gain  of  1,833  acres  of  levee/pasture  would 
occur  by  2096.  Other  project  related  Impacts  associated  with  this  plan 
would  be  comparable  to  those  described  in  Plan  1,  except  this  plan  would 
have  the  least  Impact  on  wildlife  since  the  smallest  amount  of  habitat 
would  be  impacted  due  to  levee  realineraent  in  Section  E  South. 
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compared  to  without  project  conditions.  With  this  plan,  there  would  be 
a  net  average  annualized  loss  of  13  acres  of  wooded  swamp  and  181  acres 
of  bottomland  hardwoods. 


WILDLIFE 

118.  Plan  1  (RP)  .  By  2096,  there  would  be  a  net  loss  of  517  acres  of 
marsh  and  forest  and  2,542  acres  of  open  water  in  the  study  area  and  a 
gain  of  2,697  acres  of  levee/ pasture  (see  Table  7). 

119.  The  direct  impacts  on  wildlife  by  the  levee  construction  include 
burial,  loss  of  habitat,  and  gain  of  marginal  habitat.  Less  mobile 
wildlife  species  would  be  buried  during  levee  construction.  The  more 
mobile  species  would  escape,  but  adjacent  areas  could  become 
overcrowded,  and  some  mortality  could  occur.  Access  to  outlying  marshes 
would  be  blocked  for  those  animals  unable  to  traverse  the  levee. 

Induced  drainage  of  inclosed  areas  would  cause  the  marsh  and  open-water 
habitat  to  disappear  and  become  pasture  or  cropland.  The  number  and 
kinds  of  water  and  marsh  dwelling  wildlife  would  decrease  significantly 
in  the  study  area.  The  forest  habitat  would  dry  out  and  some  would  be 
grazed,  but  most  would  be  cleared.  The  areas  of  new  habitat  would  be 
less  valuable  to  wildlife  than  the  original  natural  habitat.  The 
pastures  and  croplands  would  attract  a  variety  of  nongarae  and  game 
wildlife,  such  as  seedeating  and  insectivorous  birds,  cottontail 
rabbits,  armadillos,  rice  rats,  red-tailed  hawks,  and  barn  owls.  The 
drained  wooded  swamp  forest  would  not  attract  deer  because  of  the 
likelihood  of  cattle  grazing  which  would  clear  out  vegetation  attractive 
to  deer.  However,  these  forests  would  attract  some  game  species  and 
many  nongame  wildlife  species,  such  as  gray  and  fox  squirrels,  mourning 
dove,  mice,  cardinals,  crows,  vultures,  woodpeckers,  hawks,  and  owls. 

120.  Two  new  habitats  that  would  be  created  by  project  construction  are 
levee  and  borrow  pits.  The  new  levees  would  become  vegetated  with 
grasses  and  small  shrubs  and  have  a  wildlife  value  similar  to  pasture. 
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115.  Plan  3 .  This  plan  would  directly  impact  19  acres  of  wooded  swamp 
and  260  acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods,  and  indirectly  impact  743  acres 
of  forest.  Of  these  totals,  160  acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods  lost  due 
to  direct  or  indirect  Impacts,  are  attributable  to  inclusion  of  LL&E 
with  thLs  plan.  Secondary  Impacts  associated  with  this  plan  would  be 
the  same  as  those  described  in  Plan  1.  By  2096,  there  would  be  no 
wooded  swamp  in  the  study  area  with  or  without  the  project.  By  the  same 
year  there  would  be  a  net  decrease  of  142  acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods 
compared  to  without  proje't  conditions.  With  this  plan,  there  would  be 
a  net  average  annualise  loss  of  12  acres  of  wooded  swamp  and  214  acres 
of  bottomland  hardwoods. 

116.  Plan  4.  This  plan  would  directly  impact  19  acres  of  wooded  swamp 
and  131  acres  of  bottoml  >nd  hardwoods  and  indirectly  impact  a  total  of 
712  acres  of  forest.  Secondary  Impacts  would  be  the  same  as  described 
in  flan  l.  Again,  there  would  be  no  wooded  swamp  in  the  study  area  by 
209b,  with  or  without  the  project.  By  2096,  there  would  be  a  net 
decrease  of  117  acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods  compared  to  without 
project  conditions.  None  of  the  wooded  swamp  or  forest  acreage  lost  due 
to  Implementation  of  this  plan  Is  attributable  to  the  farms,  since  this 
plan  does  not  Include  either  farm.  With  this  plan,  there  would  be  a  net 
average  annualized  loss  of  12  acres  of  wooded  swamp  and  153  acres  of 
bot'ioraland  hardwood. 

117.  Plan  5 .  Under  the  LED  plan,  54  acres  of  wooded  swamp  and  279 
acres  of  bottomland  hardwood  forest  would  become  levee  or  borrow.  The 
number  of  acres  of  both  forest  types  which  would  be  inclosed  by  the 
Section  E  South  alternate  alineraent  Is  387  acres  less  than  the  number  of 
acres  inclosed  by  the  RP  (743  acres).  The  amount  of  forest  lost  due  to 
Inclusion  of  the  farms  would  be  the  same  as  Plan  1.  Secondary  impacts 
associated  with  this  plan  would  be  comparable  to  those  described  in 
Plan  l.  By  2096,  no  wooded  swamp  would  remain  in  the  study  area,  and 
there  would  be  a  net  decrease  of  100  acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods 
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hardwoods  would  be  inclosed  and  subsequently  drained  and/or  cleared. 
Approximately  31  acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods  lost  due  to  inclosure  are 
attributable  to  inclusion  of  the  farms.  By  2096,  there  would  be 
essentially  no  wooded  swamp  in  the  study  area,  with  or  without  the 
project.  There  would  be  a  net  decrease  of  142  acres  of  bottomland 
hardwoods  by  2096  compared  to  without  project  conditions.  With  this 
plan,  there  would  be  a  net  average  annualized  loss  of  12  acres  of  wooded 
swamp  and  214  acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods. 

113.  Drainage  would  cause  the  wooded  swamps  to  succeed  to  bottomland 
hardwood  forest  populated  by  more  dry-tolerant  tree  species.  Clearing 
would  eventually  occur.  Restriction  of  floodwaters  to  these  forests 
would  slow  plant  growth  due  to  the  loss  of  water  and  overflow  nutrient 
input  (Klimas  et  al.  1981).  This  drainage  would  cause  a  loss  of  some 
benthic  and  fishery  habitat.  Fish  and  crawfish  production  would  be 
decreased.  The  inclosure  and  drainage  of  forested  wetlands  would  cause 
a  loss  of  a  source  of  detritus  and  nutrients  which  could  contribute  to 
adjacent  wetlands. 

114.  Plan  2 .  Approximately  19  acres  of  wooded  swamp  and  131  acres  of 
bottomland  hardwoods  would  be  lost  due  to  levee  and  borrow  ROW.  A 
maximum  of  712  acres  of  forest  would  be  impacted  due  to  inclosure  and 
clearing  of  these  forests  as  previously  described  in  Plan  1.  Of  the 
wooded  swamp  and  bottomland  hardwood  lost  due  to  implementation  of  this 
plan,  none  is  attributable  to  inclusion  of  Clovelly  Farms.  There  would 
be  essentially  no  swamp  in  the  study  area  by  2096  with  or  without  the 
project.  There  would  be  a  net  decrease  of  117  acres  of  bottomland 
hardwoods  compared  to  without  project  conditions.  With  this  plan,  there 
would  be  a  net  average  annualized  loss  of  12  acres  of  wooded  swamp  and 
153  acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods.  Secondary  impacts  would  be  the  same 
as  described  in  Plan  1. 
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107.  Water  quality  Impacts  would  be  slightly  less  than  those  described 
in  Plan  1,  since  Clovelly  Farms  would  not  be  leveed. 

108.  Plan  4 .  Approximately  190  acres  of  open  water  would  be  lost  due 
to  levee  construction  and  114  acres  would  become  borrow  ROW.  The 
remaining  1,122  acres  would  be  lost  due  to  the  inclosure  and  drainage 
within  the  levee  system.  Other  project  related  impacts  associated  with 
this  plan  would  be  similar  to  those  described  in  Plan  1.  By  2096,  there 
would  be  a  net  decrease  of  2,329  acres  of  open  water  compared  to  without 
project  conditions. 

109.  Water  quality  impacts  would  be  less  than  those  described  in  Plan  1 
since  neither  LL&E  or  Clovely  Farms  would  be  leveed. 

110.  Plan  5 .  Approximately  237  acres  would  be  lost  due  to  levee 
construction  and  284  acres  would  be  deepened  for  borrow  ROW;  habitat 
inclosure  would  impact  773  acres.  Open-water  acreage  lost  due  to  levee 
and  borrow  ROW,  and  inclosure  as  a  result  of  inclusion  of  two  farms  is 
the  same  as  Plan  1.  Other  project  related  impacts  associated  with  this 
plan  would  be  similar  to  those  described  in  Plan  1.  By  2096,  there 
would  be  a  net  decrease  of  1,637  acres  compared  to  without  project 
cond  i  r.  ions  . 

111.  Water  quality  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  described  in 
Plan  1. 

FORESTS 

112.  Plan  1  (RP)  •  Nearly  19  acres  of  wooded  swamp  and  260  acres  of 
bottomland  hardwoods  would  be  lost  due  to  levee  construction  and  borrow 
ROW.  Of  these  totals,  inclusion  of  the  two  farms  would  account  for  129 
acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods  lost  due  to  levee  and  borrow  ROW. 
Approximately  122  acres  of  wooded  swamp  and  621  acres  of  bottomland 


EIS-58 


AGRICULTURAL/PASTURELANDS  ( INCI-D"!^  PRIME  AND  UNIQUE) 


169.  Plan  1  (RP) .  The  construction  of  this  plan  would  eliminate  217 
acres  of  agricultral  land  due  to  levee  right-of-way.  Of  this  total,  88 
acres  (57  agricultural,  31  low  levee)  would  occur  on  Clovelly  farm 
property  and  129  acres  (103  agr icultural/pas ture ,  26  low  levee)  would 
occur  on  LL&E  farm  property.  About  70  acres  of  crawfish  ponds  and  60 
acres  of  sugarcane/ soybeans  would  be  impacted;  these  areas  are 
classified  as  unique  farmlands.  No  other  agricultural/  pasturelands 
occur  along  the  levee  alinement.  Completion  of  tl.e  levee  would  protect 
5,547  acres  of  agr icultural/pasturelands  within  the  two  farm  properties 
(2,330  acres  Clovelly  Farm;  3,167  acres  LL&E  farm). 

170.  Plan  2.  This  plan  would  eliminate  494  acres  of  agricultural/ 
pasturelands  due  to  levee  right-of-way.  Of  this  total,  88  acres  of 
agr  icultural/pasturelands  would  be  lost  due  to  inclusion  of  Clovelly 
farms  within  the  levee  alinement.  The  remaining  406  acres  of 
agricultural/pasturelands  lost  due  to  levee  right-of-way  would  occur 
along  the  western  boundary  of  LL&E  property  which  shares  a  common 
boundary  line  with  the  GDM  levee  alinement  (see  Plate  7).  Excluding 
LL&E  property  would  impact  two  times  more  agricultural/pasturelands  than 
Plan  1  which  included  LL&E  within  the  alinement.  Completion  of  this 
plan  would  protect  2,330  acres  of  agricultural/pasturelands  within  the 
Clovelly  farm  property.  Exclusion  of  LL&E  property  from  the  protection 
levee  alinement  would  continue  to  subject  this  property  to  potential 
hurricane  storm  damage. 

171.  Plan  3.  Construction  of  this  plan  would  eliminate  242  acres  of 
agr iculturdx/'p  iSturelands  due  to  levee  right-of-way.  Of  this  total,  129 
acres  of  LL&E  agricultural/pasturelands  would  be  lost  due  to  inclusion 
of  this  farm  in  the  levee  alinement.  The  exclusion  of  Clovelly  farms 
from  the  levee  alinement  accounts  for  the  remaining  loss  of  113  acres  of 
agricultural/pasturelands.  Like  Plan  1,  inclusion  of  LL&F  property 
would  protect  a  total  of  3,167  acres  of  agricultural/  pastureland. 
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Exclusion  of  Clovelly  farm  would  continue  to  subject  the  remaining  2,355 
acres  to  potential  hurricane  storm  events. 

172.  Plan  4 .  Implementation  of  this  plan  which  excludes  both  farm 
properties  would  eliminate  519  acres  of  agricultural/pasturelands  due  to 
levee  right-of-way.  Of  this  total,  113  acres  would  occur  on  Clovelly 
farm  property  and  406  acres  of  LL&E  agricultural/pastureland  would  be 
eliminated  due  to  construction  impacts.  Exclusion  of  both  farm 
properties  would  impact  more  than  twice  as  much  farm  property  as  Plan  1 
which  includes  both  farm  properties.  In  addition,  the  remaining  5,245 
acres  associated  with  the  two  farms  would  continue  to  be  subjected  to 
hurricane  flood  damage  since  these  properties  would  lie  outside  the 
levee  alinement. 

173.  Plan  5 .  Same  as  Plan  1. 

COMMUNITY  COHESION 

174.  Plan  1  (RP) .  With  this  plan,  community  cohesion  would  be 
favorably  affected  as  a  result  of  the  alinement  in  the  community  of 
Larose,  Louisiana.  Plan  1  would  alter  the  originally  authorized  plan 
such  that  the  alinement  would  run  immediately  along  the  right  east-bound 
bank  of  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  for  the  length  of  the  developed 
area  of  Larose,  Louisiana.  The  originally  authorized  plan  included  an 
alinement  basically  parallel  to  this  revised  alinement,  but  a  short 
distance  from  the  waterway's  bank.  The  revised  alinement  with  Plan  1 
would  incorporate  approximately  50  additional  acres  within  the  protected 
area.  This  would  provide  flood  protection  to  some  160  residential 
structures  and  several  commercial  establishments.  Inclusion  of  this 
area  would  prevent  a  sense  of  isolation  that  might  develop  with  the 
residents  that  would  otherwise  be  left  unprotected  with  the  originally 
authorized  plan.  The  revised  alinement,  however,  could  require  the 
relocation  of  up  to  approximately  eight  residences  for  construction 
rights-of-way.  The  alinements  of  Plan  1  in  the  Larose,  Louisiana,  area 
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would  also  favorably  affect  community  cohesion  in  another  way.  By 
moving  the  allnement  to  the  bank  of  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  the 
relocation  of  a  cemetery  that  would  be  required  with  the  originally 
authorized  allnement  would  be  avoided.  By  preventing  this  disruption, 
community  cohesion  would  be  favorably  affected. 

175.  Plan  2.  The  impacts  of  Plan  2  on  community  cohesion  would  be  very 

similar  to  those  associated  with  Plan  1.  The  only  difference  between 
these  two  plans  would  be  the  elimination  of  the  LL&E  area  from  the 

protected  area  with  Plan  2.  The  impact  of  this  exclusion  on  community 

cohesion  would  be  limited  to  the  adverse  impacts  of  physical  flood 
damages  to  the  development  within  the  LL&E  area,  as  there  are  no 
permanent  residences  located  within  LL&E. 

176.  Plan  3 .  The  impacts  of  Plan  3  on  community  cohesion  would  be  very 

similar  to  those  associated  with  Plan  1.  The  only  difference  between 
these  two  plans  would  be  the  elimination  of  Clovelly  Farms  from  the 
protected  area  with  Plan  3.  The  impact  of  this  exclusion  on  community 

cohesion  would  be  limited  to  the  adverse  impacts  of  physical  flood 

damages  to  the  development  within  Clovelly  Farms,  as  there  are  no 
permanent  residences  located  within  Clovelly  Farms. 

177 .  Plan  4.  The  impacts  of  Plan  4  on  community  cohesion  would  be 
similar  to  those  associated  with  Plan  1.  The  difference  between  these 
two  plans  would  be  the  elimination  of  Clovelly  Farms  and  the  LL&E  area 
from  the  protected  area  with  Plan  4.  The  impact  of  these  exclusions  on 
community  cohesion  would  be  limited  to  the  adverse  impacts  of  physical 
flood  damages  to  the  development  within  Clovelly  Farms  and  LL&E,  as 
there  are  no  permanent  residences  within  Clovelly  Farms  or  the  LL&E 
area . 

178.  Plan  5 .  The  impacts  of  Plan  5  on  community  cohesion  would  be  the 
same  as  those  associated  with  Plan  1. 
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COMMUNITY  GROWTH 


179.  Plan  1  (RP) .  Growth  in  project  area  population  associated  with 
Plan  1  would  be  the  same  as  with  the  no  action  condition.  Virtually  all 
available  land  in  the  affected  portion  of  Larose  has  already  been 
developed.  Clovelly  Farms  and  the  LL&E  area  are  not  expected  to 
substantially  change  land  use  or  the  nature  of  their  operations  with 
plan  implementation. 

180.  Plan  2 .  Same  as  Plan  1. 

181.  Plan  3 .  Same  as  Plan  1. 

182.  Plan  4 .  Same  as  Plan  1. 

183.  Plan  5.  Same  as  Plan  1. 

BUSINESS  AND  INDUSTRIAL  ACTIVITY  AND  REGIONAL  GROWTH 

184.  Plan  1  (RP) .  The  protection  from  flooding  that  would  be  provided 
by  Plan  l  would  potentially  allow  for  project-induced  commercial 
development  in  Clovelly  Farms  and  the  LL&E  area.  However,  economic 
study  indicates  that  Clovelly  Farms  probably  would  not  be  altered  with 
the  advent  of  flood  protection.  Sirailarily,  it  is  anticipated  that  the 
most  dramatic  change  in  economic  activity  likely  to  occur  in  the  LL&E 
area  with  flood  protection  would  be  the  conversion  of  pasture  to  row 
crop  agriculture.  There  would  be  no  impact  on  the  portion  of  Larose 
afforded  protection  because  this  area  has  already  developed  to  its 
maximum  extent.  The  impact  of  such  a  conversion  on  business  and 
industrial  activity  and  regional  growth  would  not  be  very  significant. 

185.  Plan  2.  The  impacts  of  Plan  2  on  business  and  industrial  activity 
and  regional  growth  would  be  the  same  as  those  expected  with  Plan  1. 


Plan  2,  unlike  Plan  1,  would  not  protect  the  LL&E  area,  and,  therefore, 
not  create  any  project  Induced  Incentive  for  commercial  or  residential 
develpment  In  this  area. 

186.  Plan  3 .  The  Impacts  of  Plan  3  on  business  and  industrial  activity 
and  regional  growth  would  be  the  same  as  those  expected  with  Plan  1. 

Plan  3  would  not  protect  Clovelly  Farms  as  would  Plan  1;  however, 
economic  activity  or  land  use  at  Clovelly  Farms  probably  would  not  be 
altered  with  the  advent  of  flood  protection.  Therefore,  there  would  be 
no  difference  In  impacts  on  business  and  industrial  activity  and 
regional  growth  between  Plan  1  and  Plan  3. 

187.  Plan  4.  Same  as  Plan  1,  however,  there  would  be  no  potential  to 
induce  development  In  Clovelly  Farms  or  LL&E. 

188.  Plan  5.  Essentially  similar  to  Plan  1. 

LOCAL  GOVERNMENTAL  FINANCE,  TAX  REVENUES,  AND  PROPERTY  VALUES 

189.  Plan  1  (RP).  There  probably  would  be  an  Increase  In  protected 

area  property  values  as  a  result  of  the  significant  degree  of  flood 
protection  associated  with  project  construction.  The  magnitude  of  this 
potential  Impact  would  be  limited  as  the  number  of  acres  protected  would 
be  small  relative  to  the  tax  base.  There  could  also  be  a  favorable 
effect  on  sales  tax  revenue  as  project  construction  would  tend  to 
stimulate  commercial  activity  and  reduce  flooding  related  business 
disruptions.  Adverse  Impacts  would  be  limited  to  the  negative  effect  of 
construction  and  maintenance  costs  on  local  governmental  finances. 


190. 

Plan  2  . 

Same 

as  Plan 

1. 

191 . 

Plan  3. 

Same 

as  Plan 

1. 
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193.  Plan  5 .  Same  as  Plan  1. 

EMPLOYMENT  AND  LABOR  FORCE 

194.  Plan  1  (RP) .  The  flood  protection  provided  by  project 
construction  would  prevent  the  damages  and  much  of  the  disruption 
associated  with  tidal  flooding  In  the  study  area.  In  so  doing, 
employment  In  all  sectors  of  the  local  economy  would  benefit.  There 
would  be  fewer  lost  working  days  and  lost  wages.  Project  implementation 
would  also  generate  a  short-term  beneficial  impact  on  construction 
sector  employment  during  project  construction. 

195.  Plan  2.  Same  as  Plan  1,  except  that  Plan  2  would  not  prevent  the 
disruption  and  lost  working  days  associated  with  flooding  for  LL&E  area 
workers . 

196.  Plan  3 .  Same  as  Plan  1,  except  that  Plan  3  would  not  prevent  the 
disruption  and  lost  working  days  associated  with  flooding  for  Clovelly 
Farm  area  workers. 

197.  Plan  4 .  Same  as  Plan  1,  except  that  Plan  4  would  not  prevent  the 
disruption  and  lost  working  days  asociated  with  flooding  for  Clovelly 
Farms  and  LL&E  area  workers. 

198.  Plan  5.  Same  as  Plan  I. 
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Ms.  Suzanne  Hawes  Marsh  Ecology  1  yr.  Lab  Associate,  LSU  Medical  Technical  Review 

School;  12  yrs.  Envlronaental  Studies, 

New  Orleans  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 


PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 


PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT  PROGRAM 


199.  Other  than  the  original  public  hearing  (15  March  1956)  held  by 
the  New  Orleans  District  (NOD)  to  determine  local  interest  or 
opposition  to  this  project,  no  Corps  of  Engineers  public  meetings  have 
been  held  since  that  time.  However,  during  the  restudy,  a  number  of 
informal  meetings  with  the  South  Lafourche  Levee  District,  USFWS, 

NMFS,  and  Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  have  been 
held  to  fully  coordinate  this  study  with  all  interested  parties.  On  2 
September  1982,  NOD  met  with  the  above  mentioned  agencies,  with  the 
exception  of  NMFS  who  were  contacted  but  elected  not  to  attend,  and 
presented  a  proposed  mitigation  plan.  Response  to  a  mitigation  plan 
was  favorable,  with  the  South  Lafourche  Levee  District  unanimously 
adopting  the  plan  on  11  October  1982,  and  unanimously  passing  a 
resolution  on  11  July  1983  agreeing  to  cost  share  a  mitigation  plan 
70/30.  Because  the  state  has  already  instituted  some  of  the 
mitigative  measures,  the  proposed  mitigation  plan  presented  requires 
reevaluat Lon,  and  this  will  be  coordinated  with  those  agencies. 

REQUIRED  COORDINATION 

200.  The  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DSEIS) 
was  furnished  to  Federal  agencies,  state  agencies,  and  other 
interested  parties  for  their  review  in  1984.  Circulation  of  this 
report  accomplished  the  remaining  required  coordination  with  the 
National  Park  Service  (NPS)  and  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
(SHPO)  as  provided  under  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act;  and 
the  NPS  as  provided  under  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act. 

STATEMENT  RECIPIENTS 


201.  Federal  and  state  agencies  and  others  listed  below  recieved 
copies  of  the  DSEIS,  and  the  appendixes. 


FEDERAL  REPRESENTATIVES 


Honorable  J.  Bennett  Johnson,  US  Senator 
Honorable  Russell  B.  Long,  US  Senator 
Honorable  W.J.  "Billy"  Tauzin,  US  Congressman 

FEDERAL  AGENCIES 


Department  of  the  Interior,  Office  of  Environmental  Project  Review 

US  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Regional  EIS  Coordinator, 

Region  VI 

US  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  the  Administrator 

US  Department  of  Commerce,  Joyce  M.  Wood,  Director,  Office  of  Ecology 
and  Conservation 

US  Department  of  Commerce,  National  Oceanic  &  Atmospheric 

Administration  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  Southeast  Region 

National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  Mr.  Donald  Moore,  Environmental 
Assessment  Branch 

US  Department  of  Agriculture,  Washington,  D.C. 

US  Department  of  Agriculture,  Southern  Region,  Regional  Forester, 
Forest  Service 

US  Department  of  Energy,  Director,  Office  of  Environmental  Compliance, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Federal  Emergency  Management  Administration,  Washington,  D.C. 

Soil  Conservation  Service,  Harry  S.  Rucker,  State  Conservationist 

US  Department  of  Transportation,  Deputy  Director  for  Environmental  and 
Policy  Review 

Federal  Highway  Administration,  Division  Administrator 

US  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Washington,  D.C. 

US  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  Regional 
Administrator,  Region  VI 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  Washington,  D.C. 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  Golden,  CO 


STATE  AGENCIES 


Louisiana  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Resources,  Office  of  Health 
Services  and  Environmental  Quality 

Louisiana  Department  of  Transportation  and  Development  Office  of 
Public  Works,  Assistant  Secretary 

Louisiana  Department  of  Highways,  Mr.  Vincent  Plzzolato,  Public 
Hearings  and  Environmental  Impact  Engineer 

Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  &  Fisheries,  Mr.  Maurice  B.  Watson, 
Ecological  Studies  Section 

Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  &  Fisheries,  Secretary 

Louisiana  Transportation  of  Natural  Resources,  Office  of  Environmental 
Affairs,  Water  Pollution  Control  Division 

Louisiana  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  State  Lands, 
P.0.  Box  44396 

Louisiana  Department  of  Commerce,  Research  Division, 

Mrs.  Nancy  P.  Jensen 

Louisiana  Department  of  Culture,  Recreation,  and  Tourism,  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer 

Louisiana  Department  of  Culture,  Recreation,  and  Tourism,  Office  of 
State  Parks 

Louisiana  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Office  of  Environmental 
Affairs,  P.0.  Box  44066 

Louisiana  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Office  of  Forestry 

Louisiana  State  Planning  Office,  Ms.  Joy  Bartholomew,  Policy  Planner 

Louisiana  State  University,  Center  for  Wetland  Resources,  Dr.  Jack  R. 
Van  Lopik 

Louisiana  State  University,  Department  of  Geography  and  Anthropology, 
Curator  of  Anthropology 

Louisiana  State  University,  Coastal  Studies  Institute,  Library 

Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  State  Lands, 

P.0.  Box  44214 

Governors  Coastal  Protection  Task  Force,  Gerald  Bordelon 


ENVIRONMENTAL 


Ecology  Center  of  Louisiana,  Inc.,  J.  Vincent,  President 
Orleans  Audubon  Society,  Mr.  Barry  Kohl 


Environmental  Defense  Fund 

Mr.  Oliver  Houck,  Tulane  Law  School 

OTHERS 


President,  Lafourche  Parish  Police  Jury 

Teche  Regional  Clearinghouse,  Thibodeaux,  Louisiana 

South  Lafourche  Levee  District,  Galliano,  Louisiana 

LIBRARIES 

Nicholls  State  University 
Lafourche  Parish  Library 

PUBLIC  VIEWS  AND  RESPONSES 

202.  Modifications  to  the  GDM  alinement  were  in  response  to  local 
requests  for  consideration  of  inclusion  of  several  tracts  of  land  into 
the  levee  system.  Public  responses  to  the  DSEIS  have  been 
incorporated  into  this  final  Supplemental  EIS. 

203.  Letters  of  Comment  pertaining  to  the  Drafts  EIS  were  received  from 
the  following  agencies,  and  are  printed  along  with  appropriate  responses 
on  the  pages  listed  below.  No  issues  were  presented  in  these  letters 
which  would  require  new  alternatives  or  modifications  of  the  proposed 
action . 

FEDERAL 


US  Environmental  Protection  Agency  EIS-86 

US  Department  of  the  Interior,  Office  of  Environmental 

Protection  Review  EIS-87 

US  Department  of  Commerce,  National  Oceanic  and 

Atmospheric  Administration,  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service 


EIS-89 


US  Department  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service  EIS-92 
US  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  EIS-93 

US  Department  of  Transportation  EIS-94 

STATE 

Louisiana  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Coastal 

Management  Section  EIS-95 

Louisiana  Department  of  Transportation  and  Development  EIS-96 


Louisiana  Department  of  Culture,  Recreation,  and  Tourism 

Office  of  Cultural  Development  EIS-97 

OTHERS 

Lafourche-Terrebonne  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  District  EIS-98 

U.S.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  COORDINATION  ACT  RECOMMENDATIONS 

204.  A  Draft  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  Report  (CAR)  was 
prepared  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  in  March  of  1983. 
The  CAR,  Public  Law  83-624  of  12  August  1958,  provides  that  fish  and 
wildlife  conservation  receive  equal  consideration  and  coordination  with 
other  project  purposes.  The  act  also  indicates  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  will  provide  recommendations  for  wildlife  conservation  and 
development,  and  the  reporting  agency  will  give  consideration  to  those 
recommendations.  The  FWS  provided  six  recommendations  which  are  listed 
and  responded  to  in  Table  9  on  page  EIS  98-A.  Their  Final  CAR  for  both 
the  project  and  the  Mitigation  Report/FEIS  will  be  attached  to  the 
latter  document  which  is  soon  to  be  released.  The  recommendations  in 
their  Final  CAR  is  not  expected  to  differ  from  those  in  their  Draft  CAR. 
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